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Introduction 
MARY ELLEN SOPER a n d  
BENJAMIN F. PAGE 
THIS ISSUE HAS been planned so that information 
about some of the many developments and decisions concerning 
bibliographic control would be brought together in one place. It 
should enable the library community not only to become aware of 
them, but to prepare for them. At the time this issue was conceived 
(1974), reports of international activities were appearing in a wide 
variety of publications, many of which were not published in this 
country. It seemed that there was a need to bring this information 
together and have it presented in a readily understandable fashion, 
making explicit as many of the implications for American practices as 
possible. 
Since 1974 many articles-and even books-have reported what is 
going on in the international sphere, and have made it clear that these 
activities affect us in very immediate ways. We have directly experi- 
enced the result of some of this activity in our cataloging rules. Rules 
for description of monographs have changed as a result of the Inter- 
national Standard for Bibliographic Description (ISBD), with other 
forms of material soon to be affected. Rules for entry and heading 
have been changed to conform more closely to the Paris Principles of 
the International Conference on Cataloguing Principles. The forth- 
coming second edition of Anglo-American Cataloging Rules (AACR) 
will reveal further effects of international decisions, and not just the 
previous cooperation among the United States, Great Britain and 
Canada. Many new acronyms which stand for significant international 
developments have become part of our vocabulary. The future 
promises even more change. 
How we prepare the bibliographic descriptions of our collections, 
display these descriptions, provide access for our users and ourselves, 
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and extend our knowledge of resources far beyond the limits of our 
own collections are all being influenced by the seemingly ever-in- 
creasing pace of work on the international level. The United States, 
through our de facto national library, the Library of Congress, seems 
to be committed to active participation in all efforts toward Universal 
Bibliographic Control (UBC). As the requirements for UBC become 
increasingly apparent, we will probably experience more changes in 
our system of bibliographic control, changes which are necessary in 
order to remain compatible with international demands. 
Behind all this change lies the realization that no country has the 
resources to provide control of, and access to, the world’s publica- 
tions. If, however, each country takes responsibility for organizing its 
own publications and shares this data with other countries (receiving 
in return the records of their output), the problem seems to be 
solvable. International activity becomes imperative for enactment of 
standards for bibliographic description and interchange. Standards 
increase the possibility of sharing between countries; the tool that 
makes this sharing actually possible is the computer, with its ability to 
manipulate machine-readable data. International efforts and the 
computer are interdependent; one without the other would not be 
effective, but the two together may soon allow the old dream of 
“one-time cataloging” to be realized. 
There has been questioning in this country of the effect of all these 
international standards and agreements on our library users. There is 
little research to show that library users are affected one way or 
another by our system of bibliographic control. If we alter how we 
describe our collections, what (if any) harm or good does this do as far 
as our users are concerned? We do not know now all the effects of our 
present rules; it is to be hoped that the effect of the new rules will be 
investigated, but such research has had low priority in the past. 
Instead, we can only hypothesize that the changes being caused by 
international activities will be beneficial because our control will be so 
much more extensive. There may always be a dichotomy between the 
needs of the international community and those of the local institu- 
tion; how severe and how permanent this division is remains to be 
discovered. 
Doralyn Hickey’s articIe sets the stage for the rest of the issue by 
describing past efforts toward centralization and standardization in 
cataloging, and the state of current activities. She discusses the desir- 
ability of standardization, along with its dangers. She points out the 
probable end of American dominance in the field of bibliographic 
C5621 LIBRARY TRENDS 
Introduction 
control, as the spotlight shifts to the International Federation of 
Library Associations (IFLA) and Unesco, where other countries 
which have few of our long-established, massive collections push for 
rapid change that we find difficult to accommodate. Michael Gorman 
presents the background and present developments of our rules for 
entry and heading. He stresses the great effect that the advent of the 
computer has had on our thinking about these rules. The first edition 
of Anglo-American Cataloging Rules had some fatal flaws as far as 
computer use was concerned; Gorman forecasts how the second 
edition will adjust to the needs of the new technology. 
Ronald Hagler discusses the rules for description: how these have 
changed in the past, and how the second edition of AACR will present 
them. The new edition will be designed to allow more fully for 
different treatment by different sizes and types of libraries. He, too, 
points out that our rules are now affected by international activities, 
and no longer only by Anglo-American requirements. The Library of 
Congress will now have to satisfy not only itself and its national 
audience, but also the international community. Lucia Rather covers 
seven areas of requirements for standards that must be discussed and 
determined in order to transmit bibliographic records in machine- 
readable form. Standardization becomes critical when the machine 
becomes central to a process; what humans can tolerate, the machine 
can not. Although many advances have been made in the develop- 
ment of standards, much work and compromise for all parties lies 
ahead. 
Dorothy Anderson, from her vantage point as the director of the 
IFLA International Office for UBC, describes the role that the na- 
tional bibliographic center plays in the UBC concept. The center is 
the national component in the international communications system, 
and is responsible for compiling the authoritative bibliographic rec- 
ord of the country’s output of publications and for making this 
record available to other countries. T o  do this, access to the material is 
necessary, as is the observance of standards agreed to by all countries. 
Anderson includes a discussion of the problems to be solved before 
UBC becomes possible. 
The past and present developments in the rules for organizing 
audiovisual materials are described by Suzanne Massonneau. She 
points out that audiovisual materials are quite important in develop- 
ing countries, where literacy is low. As a result, Unesco and IFLA are 
active in the development of nonbook rules. There has been a spurt 
of activity in this area, particularly since 1970, and it seems to be 
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gaining momentum. Josephine Pulsifer considers the special prob- 
lems of serial publications, and weaves skillfully through the maze of 
conflicting proposals that exist for solving these problems. She feels 
that an easy or ultimate solution to the complex problem of biblio- 
graphic control of serials is not to be expected, but that current 
interest and great activity are encouraging. 
Maurice Freedman’s article on the automation of cataloging and 
the resultant products is not directly concerned with international 
developments, but the systems he describes and their capabilities both 
affect and are affected by these developments. The Ohio College 
Library Center, an automated, on-line catalog support system, and 
the developing Washington Library Network, a potential automated, 
on-line multi-institutional catalog with authority control, demonstrate 
some of the capabilities of the computer and how it will be utilized in 
the future to manipulate machine-readable data for bibliographic 
control. The  resistance to change that is built into card catalogs will be 
removed, and much greater control and access will result. Undoubt- 
edly, the new technology has its own unique problems, but its capa- 
bilities are stimulating to contemplate. 
A ninth article on filing rules and how they are being affected by 
internationalization and the machine was planned, but was not 
forthcoming. 
After reading these articles it became apparent that this issue is not 
only a survey of international activities and their effect on cataloging 
in this country, but it also provides a partial background and in- 
troduction to the second edition of AACR. The second edition may be 
released in 1977, and possibly will precede the appearance of this 
issue. Until it does appear and the final results of the extensive 
discussions here and abroad can be seen, many of the articles in this 
issue will appear rather incomplete. Many of the final decisions 
regarding the rules were not available at press time, but the trends are 
clear. The  second edition promises to be as close to an international 
code as is currently possible, and will reflect the discussed interna- 
tional trends in cataloging closely. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 
The Search for Uniformity in Cataloging: 
Centralization and Standardization 
D O R A L Y N  J .  H I C K E Y  
REGULARIZATION OF cataloging data has been a rec- 
ognized goal of efforts toward bibliographical control of library 
materials for more than a century in the United States. Indeed, it 
could be successfully argued that ways to achieve consistency in 
cataloging have been of concern to at least some librarians since the 
days of the ancient collections in the Mesopotamian Valley and Egypt. 
Only recently, however, has the goal of one-time cataloging appeared 
to be attainable, and the effort to achieve it has produced certain 
reactions which sometimes retard the process. At the outset of any 
review of movements toward centralization and standardization of 
cataloging, it must be admitted that relatively little attention has been 
paid, at least in recent years, to those who maintain that standardiza- 
tion (and quite possibly centralization as well) are not desirable goals. 
The assumption has been that one-time cataloging is a good thing. 
Having come so close to accomplishing one-time cataloging, librarians 
can now afford to direct some serious questions to those who have 
almost blindly championed standardization as the utopia of biblio- 
graphic control. 
This review of efforts toward standardization and centralization will 
first summarize the history of American plans to achieve one-time 
cataloging. It will also attempt to relate this history to what has been 
happening in other countries, especially during the past decade, to 
attain similar goals. Finally, attention will be directed to the challenges 
issued to the proponents of one-time cataloging by those who ques- 
tion the value of the goal itself. 
Doralyn J .  Hickey is Dean and Professor, School of Library Science, University of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee. 
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HISTORICAL REVIEW 
The most commonly cited American precursor of one-time catalog- 
ing is Charles Jewett of the Smithsonian Institution.’ Although his 
scheme proved not to be technically feasible, the basic idea was sound: 
to provide catalog entries developed by the Smithsonian and other 
libraries and make them accessible to all libraries which owned the 
material. Thus, cataloging would need to be done only once, and 
from the “pIates” thus produced, a nationaI union catalog could be 
developed. It is ironic that the technology for making and storing the 
plates was so primitive, for the idea was good; it remained for the 
Library of Congress to perfect the system in the twentieth century 
before a national union catalog could become a reality. 
While the book catalog was the dominant form of bibliographic 
record in the nineteenth century, the rapid growth of collections 
resulting from the mechanization of printing, papermaking, and 
binding (which in turn permitted the economical mass distribution of 
books and periodicals) caused the temporary demise of the book 
catalog in favor of the card format. Thus, the Library of Congress 
assumed responsibility for the distribution of bibliographic entries in 
card form beginning at the turn of the twentieth century and did not, 
until the 1940s, turn again to the book format as an effective means of 
dispensing cataloging data.2 
The production and distribution of Library of Congress (LC) cards 
established LC as the primary agency for the development of cen- 
tralized cataloging. It is not surprising that LC subject headings 
superseded most local subject authority lists, nor that a popular 
demand arose for the printing and distribution of LC’s own authority 
record for subject termin~logy.~ What is surprising is that the LC 
classification took more than fifty years to present a serious challenge 
to the Dewey Decimal Classification (DDC) system for the arrange- 
ment of research libraries. LC eventually brought the application of 
the Dewey system into its own building;‘ however, the LC scheme is 
the only one which has achieved systematic representation on LC 
cards, despite the increased number (and sometimes percentage) of 
Dewey classification symbols being carried on LC card copy during 
the late 1960s and early 1 9 7 0 ~ . ~  Perhaps the persisting basic dichot- 
omy may have been reflected in this situation: it is easier to accept 
standardization of entry and descriptive cataloging than a standard- 
ized central application of subject headings and classification. As was 
shown in subsequent developments, the little standardization in sub- 
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ject analysis that has been possible in the United States has not been 
readily transferable to other countries. Even in the United States, 
centralized subject analysis has raised more protests than has de- 
scriptive cataloging or entry work." Despite the protests, however, 
enough stark economic factors in the United States have emerged to 
occasion increasing demand for central application of classification 
and subject heading work. 
The first half of the twentieth century was marked by a period of 
relative quiet in innovative cataloging. The forces supporting stand- 
ardization worked inexorably to establish the dominance of LC in the 
larger libraries. Those small libraries which saw themselves as unable 
to benefit from the research orientation of LC were also often the 
ones lacking the money to buy the LC cards. Their needs were 
eventually separated from those of large libraries through the in- 
troduction of the H. W. Wilson Company's card service and the Sears 
List of Subject Headings.' These systems, in tandem with the abridged 
Dewey Decimal Classification, provided a simplified form of biblio- 
graphic control more appropriate to less complex libraries. Because 
few of these libraries operated as part of large systems, there was little 
incentive to introduce more complicated cataloging patterns. 
While the simplicity of the WilsonlSearsIabridged Dewey approach 
did not fully preclude the development of consistency between the 
standards used by the larger and smaller libraries, it made the 
continued maintenance of such consistency more difficult. Simplified 
entry forms might closely resemble their more complex counterparts, 
but they did not always fall in the same place when interfiled in a 
catalog. Similarly, Sears headings, while drawn from LC originally, 
began to deviate from the LC norm and again caused problems when 
headings from the two systems were interfiled. Clearly DDC and LC 
classification (LCC) symbols could not be intershelved, but there was 
nothing to prevent the interfiling of bibliographic records using both 
systems; and by design, the unabridged and abridged Dewey 
numbers could, until the issue of the tenth abridged edition, be 
intershelved without conflict. Because few libraries in the early period 
had any particular reason to want to intershelve collections classified 
in two separate systems, this factor proved to be relatively unimpor- 
tant.8 Moreover, the amount of original classification being per- 
formed in libraries generally precluded any hope of obtaining a call 
number in one library which would be identical to that used for the 
same material in another library. 
The  boom in publication following World War I1 and the increas- 
JANUARY, 1977 C5671 
DORALYN J. H I C K E Y  
ing availability of money to buy new materials for libraries created a 
series of crises resulting in major changes in almost every aspect of 
bibliographic control in libraries.9 Concomitantly, wartime technology 
was diverted to peacetime uses, enabling libraries to consider the 
possibility of mechanizing some of the more tedious and repetitive 
cataloging operations. The same technological interest propelled the 
publication of the LC catalog of printed cards and its subsequent 
expansion into the printed version of the National Union Catalog.'(' 
So many new developments were witnessed during the 1940s and 
1950s that it is still difficult to put them all into perspective. LC card 
numbers began to appear in a number of additional sources, making 
it very easy for even the smallest library to order card sets if they 
wanted them. Increased attention to the National Union Catalog 
resulted in improved editing and greater consistency. The advent of 
practical xerographic copying permitted libraries for the first time to 
utilize LC proofsheets as a basis for making their own card sets-and 
occasioned the first slowdown in the previously undiminished growth 
in the sales of LC cards. 
The 1956 Library Services Act channeled federal money into public 
libraries at an unexpected rate. Impetus for the formation of regional 
systems also brought efforts toward the centralization of all aspects of 
acquisitions, cataloging, and processing. While LC provided basic 
card copy and the tools for selecting cataloging data, the sheer bulk of 
the collections entering libraries all over the country resulted in 
threatened backlogs of major proportions, simply because there were 
so many clerical tasks to be performed: finding LC card numbers, 
ordering card sets, matching materials to cards, verifying card data, 
completing secondary cards, proofreading all cards, developing au- 
thority files and cross references, filing and shifting the catalogs, and 
physically preparing materials for circulation. 
Largely as a result of federal funding from several pieces of 
legislation-including the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
the National Defense Education Act, the Library Services and Con- 
struction Act, and culminating in the 1965 Higher Education Act-a 
number of centralized cataloging and processing agencies were es- 
tablished to take over these operations from individual small li- 
braries." During the same time period (late 1950s and early 1960s), 
commercial organizations began to offer services rivaling those of the 
nonprofit processing centers. ' *  Questions were immediately raised as 
to the degree of consistency among these various organizations: Did 
they adhere to LC standards, to Wilson practices, or to some other 
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standard? How experienced and reliable were the staff members? 
Could the agency be relied upon to give prompt and accurate service? 
Would the resulting catalog cards be compatible with those already 
filed? And who would make the cross references and maintain the 
authority  record^?'^ 
During this period, LC had been investigating ways to improve its 
own services. Between the publication of the preliminary second 
edition of the American Library Association (ALA) Catalog Rules 
and the 1949 version issued in two separate works (A.L.A. Cataloging 
Rules for Author and Title Entries, and LC’s Rules for Descriptive Cata- 
loging),” challenges had been raised to the extent and type of de- 
scriptive cataloging being done by LC. The situation became critical in 
the early 1950s when LC introduced the “no conflict” principle and 
“brief” and “limited” cataloging in order to conquer its own poten- 
tially disastrous back10g.I~ To add to the confusion, the 1949 rules 
involved a number of stylistic changes in descriptive cataloging which 
gave many cards something of a new look. Capitalization patterns 
began to conform to those of conventional written language, and 
more liberty was taken in rearranging title page information. Colla- 
tion data and notes were also pared. This trend toward abbreviated 
records seemed to some to go to excess when, under limited catalog- 
ing, LC also reduced added entries to a minimum and was less likely 
to include more than one subject heading per bibliographic record. 
New forms of resources were also appearing during the 1950s. 
Known alternately as audiovisuals, new media, instructional re- 
sources, and nonbook materials, these items occasioned a series of 
supplementary descriptive rules and additional sectionsI6 of the Na- 
tional Union Catalog. While these problems were being attacked, LC 
was evaluating the results of various cooperative ventures with other 
research libraries in the country. Under such agreements as the 
Farmington Plan,” LC worked with the larger research institutions to 
acquire catalog copy for all currently published scholarly literature 
originating in foreign countries. Whereas the Farmington Plan in- 
volved the use of cataloging provided by the acquiring library, sub- 
sequent LC efforts were to focus upon channeling the materials and 
cataloging data through LC itself. For example, under the Public Law 
480 Program,I8 and later under the National Program for Acquisi- 
tions and Cataloging (Higher Education Act) of 1965,19 LC placed 
itself at the center of the operation to serve as the coordinator of 
cataloging decisions. 
While LC wrestled with the mechanics of handling multilanguage 
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materials promptly and distributing catalog copy effectively, it also 
participated avidly in the catalog code revision process of the 1950s 
and 1960~.~O Both editors of the Anglo-American Cataloging Rules 
(AACR) came from the ranks of the LC staff, and LC championed the 
cause of the large research libraries by urging that the rules provide 
consistent guidance as well as reflect the economic exigencies of 
maintaining continuity with earlier practices. By 1967, when AACR 
was finally published, LC and the research libraries of the country 
had prevailed. Radical changes were avoided in the interest of econ- 
omy, while LC pursued a policy of “superimposition” in order to 
forestall having to open a new catalog.?’ Major attention was focused 
on presenting a more nearly logical array of principles for choice of 
entry and heading form through AACR, rather than starting over 
with a fully consistent set of entries. Relatively little attention was 
paid, however, to the rules for descriptive cataloging, although many 
of the elements of limited cataloging were given official recognition in 
AACR. In addition, a new “Part 111” was attached to incorporate the 
nonbook materials rules previously issued as supplements to the 1949 
code.22 I t  seemed that an era of cataloging standardization and 
consistency had at last been attained through AACR and LC’s su- 
perimposition. 
A phenomenon of catalog growth during the 1950s and 1960s was 
the continually rising unit cost of adding new materials to library 
collections. Particularly in research libraries, where multiple copies 
were acquired much less frequently than in public and school li- 
braries, the cost of adding unique new items did not become less when 
more works were processed, as might have been expected in the 
typical American industry. Thus, the major hopes for cost reduction 
lay in two directions: (1) automation of clerical routines, and (2) 
one-time cataloging. Because it was difficult to determine from the 
relatively few cost studies available which of the two solutions might 
be more e f f e c t i ~ e , ~ ~  LC and the other major American research 
libraries launched attacks on both fronts. The technological progress 
in the development of computer systems during the 1950s provided 
the leverage to initiate automation projects, while federal largesse 
once again gave impetus to the dream of one-time cataloging. 
The late 1950s had witnessed the seeming failure of what has been 
termed “prenatal” cataloging, or the so-called Cataloging-in-Source 
E~per i rnent .~~ It had become fairly obvious that the most successful 
form of one-time cataloging would be one which could appear si- 
multaneously with the release of the material itself. A close coopera- 
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tion between publishers and LC would ideally permit the direct 
incorporation of catalog copy into books and other forms of materi- 
als. Like Jewett's grand plan of the nineteenth century, however, the 
mechanics of completing catalog copy and publication at the same 
time and of transferring the catalog record onto a usable card set 
were unfortunately not sophisticated enough in 1958-59 to justify the 
effort expended. Cataloging-in-Source was abandoned, but was to be 
resurrected in another decade as Cataloging-in-Publication (CIP).25 
More effective as a one-time cataloging stimulator was the National 
Program for Acquisitions and Cataloging (NPAC). Reversing the 
process used under the Farmington Plan, NPAC established rela- 
tionships between LC and major foreign bibliographic capitals to 
channel cataloging copy to Washington, and from LC to the research 
libraries of the country. Over a period of time, NPAC became partially 
meshed with the similar plan created under Public Law 480, thus 
establishing a network of shared cataloging.26 The effects appeared to 
be dramatic: libraries which had had to perform original cataloging 
for 40-60 percent of their acquisitions were able to reduce the 
proportion to 20 percent or less under NPAC, at least according to 
the information passed orally at ALA conferences.*: 
With respect to automation and computer-based systems, progress 
could be noted on several fronts. Each major branch of the national 
library system approached automation somewhat differently. The 
National Library of Medicine opted for the creation of a current 
bibliographical data retrieval program through MEDLARS;2R the 
National Agricultural Library moved into the so-called housekeeping 
area to try to bring its internal processes and record maintenance 
under and LC developed a system for the computerized 
communication of basic bibliographic data for English-language 
monographs through MARC (Machine-readable Cataloging).3n 
Although the three libraries began their automation programs at 
different points, they shared information and were careful not to 
develop new standards unilaterally. Both the MEDLARS and the 
MARC programs have undergone such major modification since 
their inception that it is hard to recognize either in its original form.3i 
They have not, however, lost their chief characteristic: an extensive 
machine-readable data base of bibliographic information capable of 
being manipulated in any number of ways to produce a variety of 
reference aids. 
Another automation program of the Library of Congress was 
instigated in the 1960s to bring order to the threatened chaos of the 
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LC Card Division. The burden of receiving, processing, completing, 
reporting on, and billing orders of LC printed card sets had become 
excessive, and LC simply did not have the facilities or staff to cope 
with the resultant problems. As a long-range solution, work was 
begun to create an automatic retrieval and distribution system called 
CARDS.32 Its two-phase attack, eventually coupled with the power of 
MARC through retrospective conversion (RECON) of selected older 
LC printed and the current data enabled LC to construct a 
system for filling card orders almost literally “untouched by human 
hands.” By channeling CIP data into MARC at an early stage, LC 
could monitor bibliographic information through the publication 
schedule of the material and, with the help of CARDS, be ready to 
distribute a printed card set on or before the actual publication date 
of the material. 
Development of the potential power of the MARC system was left 
largely to the consumer. Although LC devised a number of programs 
to search and print out portions of the MARC data base, its work was 
performed utilizing a “processing format” somewhat altered from the 
“communications format” received by those who bought MARC 
magnetic tapes. Not surprisingly, subscribing libraries began to work 
out their own MARC uses-from simply printing out card sets to 
creating fairly elaborate specialized information The flex- 
ibility of the data base made it a more powerful tool than many had at 
first imagined; it remained only for the scope of MARC’S input to be 
extended to include languages other than English and formats other 
than monographs to make it a dominant national structure. 
Although a few of the processing centers serving primarily public 
and school libraries experimented with MARC, it fell to a network of 
academic libraries to exploit the system to develop a major shared 
data base. The formation of the Ohio College Library Center 
(OCLC), viewed by a number of librarians as merely another cen- 
tralized cataloging alternative, quietly ushered in a new dimension of 
bibliographic control and forced the Library of Congress to share its 
dominance of the field.35 The genius of OCLC was, curiously, that it 
appropriated the standardization built into the MARC records and 
allied it with the flexibility of the computer to select data and reformat 
bibliographic information, producing “tailor-made” cataloging ser- 
vices for member libraries. OCLC made minimal demands on its 
users, offering them the option of retaining their unique systems 
while purchasing many of their clerical services outside the library. 
The economic euphoria of the 1960s soon gave way to the strin- 
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gency of the 1970s. As libraries throughout the country began to move 
into the computer age, their resources to support automation projects 
significantly diminished. Quite naturally, they turned to OCLC to 
solve the dilemma. OCLC was able to put its services on-line, and was 
willing to expand its constituency to include library systems all over 
the United States.36 The competition offered by a few commerical 
agencies and a handful of other academic libraries utilizing the 
MARC data base apparently has not presented a serious challenge to 
OCLC. Amid questions, challenges, and predictions of future disaster 
from its detractors, OCLC has emerged as the first operational 
comprehensive bibliographic network in the nation outside the 
Library of Congress.37 
The wake of the economic recession of the 1970s has tended to 
clear away a number of older systems which appear to have outlived 
their usefulness. By 1975, the H. W. Wilson Company had stopped 
further production of card sets,$* and many of the hastily organized 
commercial processing services of the 1960s quietly disappeared. 
Although there were fewer sources of complete “cradle-to-grave” 
processing as a result, the commercial sphere took advantage of the 
MARC developments by offering fast card duplication services. Once 
again the dominance of LC in the card production field has been 
seriously challenged; however, it should be noted that LC views these 
“intrusions” by private organizations as desirable, provided they do 
not reduce the quality of the LC bibliographic record. Unfortunately, 
there are few regulatory devices to assure that quality is not eroded by 
these essentially secondhand services. 
Thus, in 1976 librarians are surrounded by a plethora of essentially 
machine-based bibliographic systems competing for their attention. 
They can opt to do it all on their own-at considerable expense-or to 
join a nearby system; they can contract out their card duplication 
work or participate in an OCLC-affiliated network. Whatever the 
decision, librarians need to understand not only the prospects for 
further standardization of bibliographic systems in the United States, 
but also the potential impact of current developments on the inter- 
national scene. 
INTERNATIONAL CATALOGING 
Among many American librarians, especially catalogers, the repu- 
tation of British and European libraries for maintaining scholarly 
systems of bibliographic control has been higher than their reputation 
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for speed, accessibility and efficiency. The typical European library, 
according to American folklore, is crowded, dusty, austere, and ten 
years behind in its cataloging. While the image may have been more 
or less accurate prior to World War 11, it has been severely eroded in 
most countries since that time. Even relatively small libraries in 
medium-sized European cities have mechanized or computerized 
many of their recordkeeping functions. While they may not have 
extensive card catalogs (that form of record has not been as popular 
overseas as in the United States), they frequently produce catalog 
supplements using computer techniques. 
Although the postwar period occasioned perhaps more ad just- 
ments in Europe than in the United States, many Americans assumed 
that the war’s devastation had permanently hampered library activi- 
ties on the Continent and in Britain. A few Americans were ac- 
quainted with and followed the activities of the International Federa- 
tion of Library Associations (IFLA), but the agency was widely 
believed to be oriented more toward communications exchange than 
toward action. The older International Federation for Documenta- 
tion (FID), with its sponsorship of the Universal Decimal Classifica- 
tion, enjoyed considerably greater visibility in the United States than 
did IFLA. Even Unesco, a relative upstart, could boast of a perma- 
nent headquarters and regular staff far beyond IFLA’s expectations 
for the near future, and the International Organization for Stand- 
ardization (ISO) was better funded than IFLA in many respects. 
Americans probably underestimated the need of European countries 
to share resources among themselves after the war. As the continental 
bibliographic centers rebuilt their operations, the old national bar- 
riers to cooperation seemed less formidable. Concern grew about the 
seemingly unnecessary deterrents to the easy exchange of bibliogra- 
phic information resulting from the inconsistency of cataloging rules 
among nations. Of particular concern were the differences between 
the Anglo-American codes and the “Prussian Instructions” in the 
matter of entry structure. The once seemingly-insoluble problem of 
Anglo-American predeliction for corporate author entries and Prus- 
sian rejection of the concept began to be viewed as a matter for 
negotiation rather than confrontation. Under the auspices of IFLA’s 
increasingly active Committee on Cataloguing, a major breakthrough 
was accomplished at the International Conference on Cataloguing 
Principles, held in Paris in 1961. The resulting “Paris  principle^"^^ 
provided the first solid basis for the development of an international 
cataloging code. 
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This period has been called by one iconoclastic American “The 
Year the Innocents Went Abroad.”4o During the 1960s, Americans 
were only beginning to understand the rigors of negotiation at the 
international level; and with the somewhat smug assurance that 
American cataloging efficiency could be offered as a model to the rest 
of the world, they returned from Paris and proceeded to bargain 
away several of the new-found compromises. While their British 
colleagues protested unsuccessfully, the Americans, with the consent 
of the Canadians, preserved the annoyingly complex place name 
entry for a large category of corporate bodies4’ Eventually the British 
filed a minority report and published their own version of AACR as 
the “British Text,”‘* in contrast to the “North American” edition. 
There is little doubt that the American departure from the Paris 
Principles adversely affected the influence of the United States in 
cataloging circles abroad. During the 1960s, although American 
librarians enjoyed rich communication and contact with their Euro- 
pean counterparts, they allowed the Library of Congress to dominate 
international negotiations in the field of bibliographic control. The 
“shared cataloging” made possible by the Higher Education Act of 
1965, while impelled by the mounting cataloging costs in American 
research libraries, was realized only through the statesmanship of key 
LC staff It is ironic that the program which most Ameri- 
cans saw as the panacea for their cataloging arrearages actually laid 
the vital groundwork for what may be the end of American domi- 
nance in the field of bibliographic control. 
Once LC had indicated its willingness to accept descriptive data on 
foreign publications from the national bibliographic offices of the 
countries producing the publications, and to accept the data without 
making major alterations in it, the way was cleared for higher levels of 
cooperation. NPAC then went on to demonstrate the feasibility of 
one-time cataloging, at least with regard to “description.” Entry 
choice, heading form, subject analysis, and classification still required 
local interpretations, but the basic elements of a publication’s biblio- 
graphic history could be interchanged. It was only a short step further 
to obtain international agreement on the order and punctuation of 
the bibliographic elements. This was accomplished not by LC or ALA, 
but by IFLA, through its funded outgrowth of the Committee on 
Cataloguing, the Cataloguing Secretariat.“ 
Largely instigated by key British librarians and bibliographers, the 
idea for an International Standard Bibliographic Description (ISBD) 
was activated, When ISBD for current monographic publications first 
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appeared in the early 1970~ , ‘~  the United States was somewhat 
preoccupied with its own efforts to improve and make effective use of 
MARC. The prescribed order and punctuation of descriptive ele- 
ments embodied in ISBD(M) initially produced only a ripple of 
interest in the United States. As the word got around, concern grew, 
and LC’s plans for quick implementation of ISBD(M) were 
Somewhat belatedly, ALA (which was busily cutting back its interna- 
tional involvements) discovered ISBD and began to take a more active 
role in its evolution. Despite protests from several sectors of the 
American library community (notably from computer-based com- 
mercial services4’ and later from certain librarians concerned about 
ISBD’s effect on an unsuspecting library public), ISBD(M) was 
adopted by IFLA’s Committee on Cataloguing. In addition, a revised 
version of AACR Chapter 6 (covering the descriptive cataloging of 
separately published monographs) emanated from ALA, although 
authored primarily by LC.4R 
Before the shock of ISBD(M) subsided, plans for ISBD(S) (for 
serial publications) were well underway.49 International efforts at 
standardization seemed to emerge from IFLA, FID, Unesco, and IS0 
so rapidly that they caused alarm in the United States. It  seemed that 
at the very moment when ALA’s international involvement was at its 
lowest ebb and when financial assistance for travel abroad was scar- 
cest, the developments on the international scene were most critical. 
By 1974, it became clear that ALA must establish its place once again 
in international cataloging circles or forfeit all initiative to Britain and 
the major European nations. Even the developing nations of Africa 
and Asia appeared to have a sense of international involvement far 
beyond that of most American librarians. 
By 1975, IFLA’s Cataloguing Secretariat had been transformed 
into the Universal Bibliographic Control (UBC) Office50 and Unesco 
was busy sponsoring an intergovernmental conference on national 
planning for the coordination of library, archival, and documentation 
efforts at the national and international  level^.^' At that conference, 
the danger of fragmentation of such efforts became clear. The 
previously established Universal System for Information Science and 
Technology (UNISIST) program, together with its sponsored pro- 
gram, the International Serials Data System (ISDS),52 recognized the 
UBC Office’s work on ISBD(S) as a potential area of conflict, particu- 
larly in the matter of establishing the official title of a serial for 
bibliographic purposes. As the “standards” agency at the interna- 
tional level, the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
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complicated matters by reserving the right to approve such docu- 
ments as ISBD.jS T o  Americans newly awakening to the importance 
of international negotiations, the scene appeared to be hopelessly 
complex. It was difficult to envision how the authority for establishing 
international standards could be placed effectively without creating 
an international bibliographic incident of major proportions. 
Meanwhile, the International Standard Book Number (ISBN) had 
been initiated and nationalized under British Furthermore, 
the British began to create a national library superstructure which 
would bring under one administration the major components of 
British bibliographic control: British Museum Library, British Na- 
tional Bibliography, National Lending Library, and several other 
units operating in a national context.55 With the UBC Office physically 
located in the new British Library, a powerful base was established for 
the further development of international cataloging standards. The 
British worked out their own MARC, partially benefiting from the 
early mistakes of LC MARC.j6 They also initially backed away from 
the LC list of subject headings and under the direction of Derek 
Austin, began to create a subject analysis process called PRECIS 
(Preserved Context Indexing System) which might provide the 
framework necessary to build an international subject control system 
which previously had seemed to be limited to national levels of 
agreement.37 
There were efforts, too, to arrive at agreement on a classification 
system which could be accepted worldwide. Ironically, the scheme 
which American research libraries increasingly rejected-the Dewey 
Decimal Classification-assumed international status as possibly the 
only viable candidate for multinational acceptance. Efforts of the 
Forest Press to further this acceptance were notable: conduct of an 
international survey,58 addition of British and Canadian librarians to 
its Editorial Policy Committee,59 introduction of international options 
into the scheme,6o encouragement of translations into many languages 
(including a complete French translation6’), and support of interna- 
tional exchange of personnel between LC and the British National 
Bibliography (BNB).62 The BNB’s nearly complete adoption of the 
eighteenth edition of DDC as the basis for the arrangement of its 
bibliographic listing65 pushed DDC into the forefront overseas in a 
way not likely to be achieved again in the United States. FID’s 
sponsorship of the Universal Decimal Classification, currently some- 
what lagging because of the scarcity of funding, has not significantly 
counteracted the influence of DDC abroad. It appears that only DDC 
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offers the prospect of unifying classification on a broad international 
basis. 
At  the international level, the concepts of UBC and ISBD appear to 
go relatively unchallenged. I t  has therefore been easy to undertake a 
major revision of AACR in the hope of laying groundwork for the 
development of an international cataloging code to standardize entry 
and heading rules. Although IFLA has continued its efforts to reach 
agreement in these areas, especially through the Copenhagen Inter- 
national Meeting of Cataloguing ExpertsG4 and the IFLA/UBC publi- 
cation program and “working group” structure, many prominent 
catalogers believe that AACR contains the best framework for build- 
ing a total international code. With the financial support of the 
Council on Library Resources, the revision effort to produce a second, 
unified edition of AACR began in 1974.65 Although the Joint Steering 
Committee-composed of representatives from ALL4, LC, BL, the 
Library Association, and (in combination) the Canadian Library As- 
sociation and National Library-initially viewed its task as primarily 
that of producing a combined British and North American text of 
AACR, the council insisted that the new edition be viewed as a step 
toward an international code, and prescribed that royalties from the 
second edition of AACR be set aside to fund future revisions and 
expansions. 
The establishment of still another ISBD working group under 
UBC’s aegis has grown out of the code revision process. This time, 
however, the effort is directed toward creating ISBD(G)-a general- 
ized standard-to codify and to place some logical restrictions on the 
possibly excessive number of deviations from ISBD( M), which were 
beginning to creep into the proposed ISBDs for early printed books, 
maps and nonbook materials.66 Although Americans are gradually 
speeding up their rather ponderous processes of reviewing suggested 
new standards, current democratization forces consider (with some 
justification) the international procedures followed by IFLA, FID, 
Unesco and other world organizations to be almost totalitarian. The 
following questions must be raised: Can international cataloging 
standards be developed and promulgated without depriving local 
librarians of the opportunity to tailor bibliographic systems to fit the 
needs of the clientele whom they serve directly? Is the goal of 
one-time cataloging more a “snare and delusion” than a bonanza? 
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THE DESIRABILITY OF STANDARDIZATION 
Perhaps the fact that one-time cataloging and the standardization 
of bibliographic data for international exchange were for so many 
years simply a utopian goal lured Americans into a rather unques- 
tioning desire for such standardization. The shock of encountering 
dissent among the American library community has certainly not 
been fully vitiated by initial attempts to explore the reasons for 
dissent. It is possible that the uniformity which so often accompanies 
standardization can actually be a stultifying agent in the delivery of 
competent and imaginative local library service.6’ 
If standardization is to live up to its advance notices, certain 
conditions must be established for its adoption. These conditions 
should therefore be discussed in the hope that the American library 
community can appropriate the best which standardization has to 
offer, while retaining the elements of quality service, individual at- 
tention and flexibility of systems which Americans prize so highly. 
One condition is that standardization of bibliographic information 
systems should elevate rather than reduce the quality of local catalogs. 
The introduction of ISBD or an internationally accepted code for 
selection of entries and headings could, if employed totally and 
consistently, significantly improve the quality of all bibliographic 
records, whether local or international in scope. Equally clear, how- 
ever, is that American libraries do not expect to redo their catalogs 
every time a standard appears. This situation leads to multiple su- 
perimpositions of standards and a resulting inconsistency of catalog 
structure and style. The idea of a standard is to impose consistency if 
not uniformity; yet the essentially organic nature of catalogs inhibits 
their complete renovation every few years. The question thus be- 
comes one of the level of tolerance of a library’s clientele: How many 
major changes can be introduced into the catalog before the library 
user is prevented by the resulting discrepancies from locating and 
utilizing desired resources? 
Little research has been conducted to resolve such questions; 
therefore, opponents of ISBD can maintain that the breaking point 
has already been reached, while its advocates argue (with an equal 
lack of evidence) that ISBD: (1) represents an attempt to resolve the 
confusion, (2) will eventually benefit the user, and (3) is no more likely 
to inhibit access to resources than did earlier changes occasioned by 
the issuance of new cataloging codes. As LC plans to close its catalog 
within the next decade, it appears not to be anticipating any con- 
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comitant closing of the MARC data base.GX Total revision of catalogs 
by means of initiating new ones is clearly not anticipated. Only a more 
comprehensive form of research on catalog use than has yet been 
projected can resolve the differences of opinion among librarians as 
to whether the quality of the catalog will be significantly undermined 
by the introduction of new standards. 
A second, closely related condition for the acceptance of standard- 
ization is its ability to be monitored for consistency of application. In  
other words, a standard such as AACR which produces contradictory 
interpretations in practice can in some views be worse than no 
standard at all, for it destroys trust on the part of the user and it 
cannot be taught effectively to future practitioners. Although com- 
plete uniformity may be both undesirable and unattainable, reason- 
able consistency in the application of a standard is essential. If 
standardization is to be considered a desirable goal, there is little 
doubt that it must be accompanied by the possibility of establishing a 
monitoring program to maintain some form of quality control. LTn- 
fortunately, relatively little international effort-or even discussion- 
seems to have been directed toward this end. Until provisions for 
quality control emerge, opponents of standardization will continue to 
be able to point dramatically to much obvious contradiction and poor 
logic in American cataloging systems.6g 
A third condition necessary to the acceptance of standardization is 
flexibility-not the flexibility which produces contradictory bibliogra- 
phic records, but one which allows the suppression of extensive detail 
in favor of simplified and reformatted listings. It is at this juncture 
that the computer appears to have potential. Systems such as those 
maintained by OCLC offer participants the chance of tailoring bib- 
liographic data to fit their own clientele. At present, however, com- 
puter-based systems are more easily appropriated by the larger and 
frequently research-oriented libraries. i t  is the smaller libraries, 
ironically, which most need the ability to reduce the complexity of 
bibliographic information-a process which is presently too costly. If 
standardization is to provide flexibility benefiting all clienteles, then it 
must be effectively coupled with multitiered information and materi- 
als networks which accord to the smallest library outlet the same 
options available to the largest ones. It is to be hoped that agencies 
such as the National Commission on Libraries and information 
Science will direct more attention to the furtherance of such net- 
works. 70 
A fourth condition is the increased democratization of the process 
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by which standards are developed and adopted. Although interna- 
tional agreements are more easily reached through the auspices of a 
small group of recognized experts in the field, too frequently such 
groups are  formed without regard for the official designation of 
responsible representation from organizations with legitimate con- 
cerns in that field. Drafts of standards are often circulated to only a 
few people directly connected with the expert group, and are revised 
on the basis of possibly skewed input. While the efficiency of devel- 
oping a standard may suffer in a wide review of its proposed 
contents, its likelihood of being adopted and universally implemented 
is increased by slower and more elaborate evaluation prior to official 
promulgation. One of the major contributions which American li- 
brarians can make to the cause of standardization may be to insist that 
no standard be issued by IFLA (or any of the various other interna- 
tional library bodies) until it has been officially reviewed by the full 
constituency of the body-or its duly recognized representatives- 
and not merely by self-appointed or aristocratically appointed “ex- 
perts” in the field. 
If these conditions are heeded in the development of standards for 
bibliographic control, the process of standardization will probably 
continue to be viewed by the majority of librarians as not only 
inevitable but desirable. Rampant, uncontrolled, undemocratic de- 
velopment of standards, resulting in hopelessly confused and incon- 
sistent cataloging records, could occasion growing resistance on the 
part of the American library public. It would be truly unfortunate if 
the new opportunities to achieve a viable international transfer of 
bibliographic data were vitiated simply because librarians were too 
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LIBRARY TRENDS 
Changes in Cataloguing Codes: Rules for Entry 
and Heading 
MICHAEL GORMAN 
A TRADITION that began with Panizzi and was given 
new impetus by the seminal work of Seymour Lubetzky has reached 
its peak in the Anglo-American cataloguing community. The second 
edition of the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules-the first mutually 
accepted code of English-language cataloguing rules-can be seen as 
a summation of years of thought that the great librarians of the 
English-speaking world have devoted to the problem of how best to 
arrange the entries in author-title catalogues. At the same time, this 
English-language tradition has produced all the chief ideas which, 
although they are poorly expressed in the “Paris Principles,” now 
dominate the practice of author-title cataloguing throughout the 
world. Nevertheless, paradise has not been attained. It is true that the 
mountain has been climbed, the major problems solved, and com- 
plete agreement reached in a large part of the world; technology, 
however, has restructured the questions just as the answers have been 
found. 
Broadly speaking, there have been two attitudes toward the use of 
the computer in libraries. The first (and until now, the dominant) 
thought has been that computers will enable librarians to do the same 
things, but more quickly or less expensively. The second attitude is 
that the advent of the new technology will solve the age-old problems, 
i.e., that the end of Cutter’s “Golden Age” will be brought about not 
by the Library of Congress card but by the electronic data processing 
machine. In fact, both of these views appear to be incorrect in a 
fundamental sense. Using the computer to carry on present practice 
is a perversion of technology; to think that the computer will solve all 
the problems is simple-mindedness. The computer opens up new 
possibilities, and hence new problems, for the library. It  redefines the 
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rules of the game, not necessarily making the game any easier to play, 
but ideally making the game more rewarding for participant and 
spectator alike. 
This paper will address the changes which have taken place in 
cataloguing rules for entry and heading, and will attempt to indicate 
probable future developments and problems in the automated library 
world. The  assumption of the computer’s inevitable dominance as the 
library’s chief tool of the future is made here. (Readers with a 
historical bent, however, will recall. previous trends which were once 
perceived to be the ineluctable dominant factor of the future, and are 
now seen with the wisdom of hindsight to be only interesting bypaths 
from the main trend of library development. It is therefore necessary 
to be cautious.) The  computer appears to be a way to achieve 
liberation from the near-mindless drudgery of previous technologies. 
In his essay “The Soul of Man under Socialism,” Oscar Wilde states: 
“All unintellectual labour, all monotonous, dull labour, all labour that 
deals with dreadful things, and involves unpleasant conditions, must 
be done by machinery . . , under proper conditions machinery will 
serve man. . . . On mechanical slavery, upon the slavery of the 
machine, the future of the world depends.”’ It is to be hoped that this 
will soon be true for library labour, as for all other labour. 
After the great work of the nineteenth-century founders of au- 
thor-title cataloguing-Panizzi, Cutter, Jewett and others-there was 
little or no real development until the work of Seymour Lubetzky in 
the 1940s and 1950s. It is difficult to overestimate the importance of 
this work and the nature of the change in author-title cataloguing 
which it brought about. Lubetzky successfully challenged almost 
every assumption which had been made by cataloguers in the twen- 
tieth century. He  removed the mock-Gothic extravagances from the 
ramshackle edifice that author-title cataloguing had become and 
revealed the classic lines of the fundamental structure beneath. He 
restored the dignity and usefulness of cataloguing by challenging all 
the pointless practices that the then-dominant “cataloguing for cata- 
loguing’s sake” school had invented, and posed such simple and valid 
questions as: “What is this for?” and “Why do we do  this?” Unfortu- 
nately, although Lubetzky changed the minds of cataloguers, the 
great catalogues were rigidly imprisoned by outdated technology and 
by the persons responsible for those catalogues. Two documents 
stand as monuments to Lubetzky’s achievement-and as monuments 
to the failure of others to carry that achievement to its ultimate 
conclusions. These are  the “Paris Principles,” adopted by the Inter- 
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national Conference on Cataloguing Principles;* and the Anglo- 
American Cataloging Rules (AACR), published in 1967.$ These docu- 
ments merit critical examination and an estimation of changes that 
will be brought about in the second edition of the Anglo-American 
Cataloguing Rules and by the impact of computer technology. 
T H E  PARIS PRINCIPLES 
The  International Conference on Cataloguing Principles (ICCP) 
was convened by the International Federation of Library Associations 
(IFLA) with the avowed intention of creating a set of principles upon 
which all countries or language groups would base their rules for 
entry and heading. The  conference recognised the impracticability of 
a true international code of rules, and sought merely to establish a 
common basis from which international standardisation could pro- 
ceed while preserving necessary local, national or linguistic individual 
practices. A. Hugh Chaplin claimed that the conference was “the most 
widely representative meeting of library cataloguers ever held,”4 and 
its results have had important effects on the development of catalog- 
uing rules since that time. More crucially, they have influenced the 
emerging international organisation of information, which has as its 
aim the achievement of Universal Bibliographic Control (UBC).j It is 
therefore important to understand the strengths and inadequacies of 
these principles thoroughly in order to comprehend the direction of 
present cataloguing rules and how they are likely to change. 
That the Paris Principles are inadequate in many respects cannot be 
doubted. At the 1969 International Meeting of Cataloguing Experts 
(IMCE) in Copenhagen, one of the resolutions cited “weaknesses and 
inconsistencies in the text of the Statement of Principles” and made 
“recommendations for revisions of the text and for solutions of 
problems not adequately dealt with by the Principles.”fi Eva Verona’s 
admirable annotated edition of the principles’ points to some of these 
problems and explains the results of such inadequacies and lacunae. 
Neither the IMCE nor the annotated edition was empowered to make 
changes in the principles, however, so a revision must presumably 
await the convening of another international meeting. 
What has caused these inadequacies and inconsistencies? Simply 
put, the strengths of the principles are due  to their basis in Lubetzky’s 
ideas, and their weaknesses are due to two factors: (1) they were 
framed in a precomputer age, and (2) the compromises and stra- 
tagems necessary to gain international agreement could not result in 
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clear, unambiguous and workable rules. Such negotiations could only 
result in the triumph of the lowest common denominator-the min- 
imum degree of universal acceptance is in some instances worse than 
no agreement at all, because it raises hopes that cannot be fulfilled. I f  
the following analysis of the Paris Principles seems harsh, it is because 
perception of the errors in the principles now can help to remedy the 
problems of national, regional and international standardisation in 
the future. 
The principles apply only to headings and entry words of catalogue 
entries (that is, to the organisational factors-author headings, uni- 
form titles, and titles proper-used to arrange entries in manual 
catalogues) or to the access points for records in a machine-readable 
system. The distinction between organisational and descriptive fac- 
tors in catalogue entries has always been blurred. Entries in manual 
catalogues which have the same author heading and title proper are 
usually subarranged by edition statement and/or date, both of which 
are usually regarded as descriptive data. The title proper itself has a 
duality of purpose in description and organisation. This duality has 
caused many problems in the design of computer formats, which can 
neither decipher nor tolerate such ambiguity. This grey area gives 
rise to the first of many problems created by the principles: the 
formalisation of organisational data is diametrically opposed to the 
bibliographic description’s canon of accurate transcription of data. 
Examples include the incompletely resolved problem of the organi- 
sation of serial records under formalised, or “key,” titles as proposed 
by the International Serials Data System (ISDS), and the bibliogra- 
phic description of serials involving exact transcription of data as 
proposed by the International Standard Bibliographic Description 
for Serials (ISBD-S). By being concerned with only “the choice and 
form of headings and entry words” (Principle l ) ,  the Paris Principles 
burke the issue of the interaction of organisation and description. A 
further revision of the principles must delimit each of these functions 
clearly. 
Principle 1 also limits the scope of the principles to the catalogues of 
large general libraries, although it states that other catalogues and 
lists may make “such modifications as may be required.” Assuming 
that the needs of large general libraries differ appreciably from those 
of other libraries (an assumption increasingly challenged in this era of 
interdependence and networking), the license to make such modifi- 
cations can lead to lack of standardisation and to the petty local 
variations which are unacceptable financially, cooperatively, and bib- 
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liographically. If, for example, a large general library lists works 
under “Horatius Quintus Flaccus” and another library lists the same 
works under “Horace,” a future revision of the principles must 
determine which libraries should make variations in which cases, and 
what those variations should be. It would be much better, however, to 
abolish the distinction between libraries altogether and to establish 
sound principles for all parts of the global library. 
The second principle reaffirms Cutter’s “Objects”H insofar as those 
objectives apply to author-title catalogues. In doing so it rephrases the 
fundamental difference of opinion between Panizzi and Crestadoro at 
the British Museum catalogue enquiry in 1849. The dilemma essen- 
tially has been one of reconciling the mechanisms required for 
finding a specific item with those required for searching and collect- 
ing entries relating to a class of items (e.g., books by one author or 
manifestations of one work). These mechanisms are often in conflict, 
as in the case of a book carrying a form of the author’s name which 
differs from the normalised form. In this instance, one would expect 
to find the publication listed under the particular form of the author’s 
name, yet one would also expect to find all of that author’s works 
listed under the normalised name form. The principles assign no 
priority to these two demands, although other provisions imply that 
the generic search function is favoured over the specific item search 
function. Results of catalogue use studies indicate, however, that the 
overwhelming majority of catalogue searches are for specific items. If 
this is true, the only justification for the orientation of the principles 
toward generic searches is that the generic search is qualitatively more 
valuable than the quantitatively greater (more frequent) specific 
document search. This latter assumption is most certainly unproven, 
and probably unprovable, There are two solutions to this problem: 
either the Paris Principles must be revised to indicate relativity to 
these two demands, or they must be revised to prescribe double entry 
in such cases. In the advanced systems which are being developed to- 
day, any name form will provide equal access to the documents 
associated with that name; thus, electronic data processing may re- 
solve the question between Panizzi and Crestadoro by giving both 
sides what they want. 
Principles 3 and 4 are concerned with the structure of the cata- 
logue. They were, of course, formulated in the precomputer envi- 
ronment, and unfortunately preconditioned the systems which were 
developed in their wake. Only a decade or longer since the incor- 
poration of the computer in bibliographic practice is it now being 
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recognised that the machine-readable cataloguing system is more 
than an automated version of the manual catalogue. A machine- 
readable record is not just a catalogue card or national bibliography 
entry with bells and whistles on it, but offers access to bibliographic 
data not only quickly and efficiently, but also by a much wider variety 
of access points and-more crucially-by those access points in com- 
bination. The computer-age revision of these principles must relegate 
discussions of the structure of a printed List (and the types of entry 
therein) to a secondary position, and must consider the implications 
of multidimensional access to data. Furthermore, these implications 
must take into account the cataloguer’s preparation of input for a 
machine system, and the codification and ranking of the access points 
in a complex record. For example, the idea of the main entry as 
expounded in the fourth principle is peculiarly irrelevant to our 
modern systems. The main entry concept should have been aban- 
doned with the advent of an earlier and much less significant techni- 
cal development-the duplication of equal “unit” entries for each 
publication. The concept has, however, outlived its usefulness and is 
today mirabile dictu embalmed in the structure of our machine systems 
and catalogue codes. One has only to think of the tortuous nature of 
the rule on corporate or personal main entry in the 1967 edition of 
AACR (rule 17) to realise that the persistence of this archaic and 
largely useless practice has wasted much time, without contributing 
anything of substantial value, to the cataloguing systems created in 
cataloguing departments and taught in library schools. 
All of the work involved in determining “main” entry is based on a 
false premise contained in Principle 4.1, which states that one entry 
(the main entry) must be a full entry, and by implication that other 
entries may be abridged. This principle gives permission which is 
unlikely to be taken up, except in the case of production of large 
book-form catalogues. The recrudescence of such printed catalogues 
has proven to be short-lived, and microform catalogues of the future 
will probably not require abridgment because of the extremely inex- 
pensive raw material on which they are printed. Card catalogues have 
outgrown the necessity for full and abridged entries, of course. The 
second edition of the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules retains the 
concepts of main and added entries, but does not insist on them as 
much as the previous edition. The fact remains that outdated ideas 
here and elsewhere emprison cataloguing theory, and that there is 
still an urgent necessity to reevaluate all the bases of cataloguing in 
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the light of modern technical and theoretical development. There is 
an unquestionable need for another Lubetzky. 
Principle 5 discusses the use of multiple entries. It states that each 
“book” should have at least one entry under a heading derived from 
the author’s name or from the title ”as printed in the book” (italics 
added). This inconsistency stems from the principles’ use of the term 
entry to indicate not only what is normally understood by that term, 
but also references. This semantic confusion has caused a great deal 
of misunderstanding both in the development of codes based on the 
principles and in the study of the principles themselves. In normal 
English bibliographic usage, an “entry” relates to a particular docu- 
ment or group of documents. A “reference,” however, indicates a 
variant form of the name of a person, corporate body or work, and 
has no relationship to any particular document. It is obvious that 
while an entry may be made under “Bible . . .” for a document 
entitled The Authorized Version of the Bible, it is unlikely that the 
prescription of Principle 5 will be followed by making an entry under 
a heading derived from the title as printed on the book, substituting a 
formalised reference instead. This crucial difference between entry 
and reference has been recognised by the Joint Steering Committee 
for the Revision of AACR. This distinction is one of great practical 
importance, because the catalogue user may find information from an 
entry, but will get only direction to information from a reference. 
Principle 6, moreover, causes further ambiguity by confusing the 
functions of main and added entries and references. 
Principles 7, 8 and 9 deal with the form of a uniform heading for a 
work, and represent considerable advancement over the largely self- 
created problems of the pre-Lubetzky codes. Lacking, however, is the 
important distinction between choice of entry (i.e., selection of main 
entry heading and of added entry headings for a work) and the form 
of heading (i.e., selection of a uniform heading by which a person, 
corporate body or work will be entered in the catalogue). The first 
edition of AACR attempted with some success to make this distinction 
and thereby avoided the pitfalls created by the confusion of choice 
and form in the Paris Principles. Descriptive cataloguing is now 
viewed as a process in which the cataloguer first creates a basic 
standard description, then chooses access points to that description, 
and finally selects standard forms for those access points. Each 
procedure conforms to cataloguing rules and existing authority files. 
The disposition of the sections of the second edition of AACR 
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recognises this order of procedure, and states it more clearly than did 
the Paris Principles. Nevertheless, it must be noted that the principles 
under discussion represent considerable progress in the establish- 
ment both of the concept of entry under the most common name 
form of a person and, to some extent, of a corporate body. This 
simplification of the complex rules for forms of name (best exempli- 
fied by the 1949 ALA rulesg) is the most significant single achievement 
of the Paris Principles, and brings cataloguing closer to Rangan- 
athan’s ideal of the “sought” heading, i.e., the heading that most 
catalogue users will consult for a particular entry. 
The tenth principle is concerned with the entry of “shared author- 
ship’’ works and of collections. The provision relating to collections 
includes the only instance of an alternative text in the Paris Principles. 
This alternative provides for entry of a collection under the compiler 
“if named on the title page” (italics added). Regrettably, AACR’s first 
edition followed this alternative text. I t  should be noted that discus- 
sion of this principle revolves around an essentially irrelevant point: 
whether a work should be entered under the compiler with an added 
entry under the title, or whether the reverse practice should be 
followed. This is a pointless controversy; moreover, Principle 10 fails 
to address the much more pertinent question of when and how often 
analytical entries should be made for parts of such composite works. 
This latter point is becoming increasingly important, yet it has not 
been addressed thoroughly in any Anglo-American cataloguing rules. 
Obvious reasons for this lack are the greatly differing circumstances 
and necessities of different library systems; nevertheless, many cata- 
loguers daily face the problem of not knowing how many analytical 
entries to make for a composite work, nor what the precise form for 
such entries should be. 
Principle 11 treats entry under title. There are numerous small 
problems associated with this principle (to which this discussion will 
return), but three points merit consideration here. The first point is 
the recommendation on title added entry, which tends to follow the 
restrictive European line and thus to prescribe far fewer title entries 
than are deemed appropriate in most North American libraries. Facts 
available on catalogue use indicate that title access is a highly desirable 
attribute of modern catalogues. Secondly, the glancing mention of 
serials in Principle 1 1.14 states that title entry is prescribed for “works 
(including serials and periodicals) known primarily or conventionally 
by title rather than by the name of the author.” Leaving aside the 
broader question of whether such a principle should categorise the 
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extremely vague “works” more closely, a central problem in all 
cataloguing codes-main entry for serials-remains only partially 
treated, and in such general terms that proponents of almost any view 
on the entry of serials can find support in them. The third question is 
raised by the language of Principle 1 1.6, which allows entry “under a 
uniform conventional heading chosen to reflect the form of the work” 
for international treaties, conventions and “certain other categories of 
publication.” This purposely vague statement skirts the issue of form 
headings and has led to much misinterpretation in cataloguing codes 
developed since its formulation. It cannot be overemphasised that 
form headings have no place in an author-title catalogue, that no such 
prescription should have been included in the Paris Principles, and 
that Principle 11 should be deleted from a revised version of the 
document. 
The twelfth principle addresses the question of entry elements for a 
personal heading which consists of two or more words, and states that 
in such cases entry should be based on the nationality of that person. 
This is an irrelevant and frequently undiscoverable criterion. The 
statement in Principle 12 should be replaced by a general principle 
basing entry for persons on the main language used by that person. 
The ICCP principles thus contain many errors of omission and 
commission, are vaguely worded, and do not form an adequate basis 
for author-title cataloguing codes in this era of the computer and the 
multimedia library. Areas of improvement have been indicated and, 
to reiterate, they should be improved and revised by international 
agreement as soon as possible. The responsibility for this rests solely 
on IFLA, and the problems that application of the principles has 
caused could probably have been avoided if IFLA had taken timely 
and appropriate action following the 1969 IMCE meeting. It is not 
too late, however, and a revision of the principles within the next few 
years would have considerable impact on the development of na- 
tional and international cataloguing systems. 
AACR 1 AND AACR 2 
All cataloguing codes developed since the formation of the Paris 
Principles have laboured-usually successfully-under the weak- 
nesses of the principles, but their solutions to the problems have 
varied considerably. For example, the German code, “Regeln fur die 
alphabetische Katalogisierung” (RAK), developed in 1973-74, treats 
corporate headings as a function of the layout of the title. In contrast, 
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the first edition of AACR (AACR 1) treats corporate headings as a 
function of the application of the general principles of authorship. 
For the former code it is a question of wording, for the latter it is a 
question of applying basic principles. The fact that each claim is a 
valid interpretation of the Paris Principles demonstrates the essential 
ambiguity of the principles. The Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules 
was among the first sets of rules to appear following publication of the 
Paris Principles, and at that time was certainly the most fully devel- 
oped application of them. AACR 1 represented a considerable ad- 
vance over its predecessors, the 1908 rules and the 1949 ALA rules,Io 
yet it suffered from certain flaws which were derived mostly from the 
Paris Principles and the incomplete application of Lubetzky’s ideas. 
There have been at least two serious consequences: (1 )  the failure of 
British and North American representatives to agree on a joint text, 
and (2) the establishment on both sides of the Atlantic of large data 
bases containing poor-quality records. The existence of these data 
bases is a major deterrent to change in cataloguing practices, and 
constitutes probably the biggest obstacle to applying the changes 
indicated by the second edition of AACR (AACR 2). The nature of 
these changes will be outlined here, although it must be noted that the 
text of AACR 2 is not yet final and that therefore, although the 
outlines of change are clear, individual changes may not be made. 
The first edition of AACR was based firmly on the concept of the 
main entry. The prime task of the descriptive cataloguer was to 
determine the main entry heading based on the idea of authorship; 
all other decisions stemmed from this initial and basic choice. Since 
AACR 1 was published, many people-particularly those with a 
thorough knowledge of the implications of computerisation-have 
disagreed either with the entire concept of main entry or at least with 
the primary emphasis placed on it. The second edition has redressed 
this situation in two ways. AACR 2 now begins with chapters on 
description, thus indicating the order of the cataloguing process to be 
that outlined earlier in this discussion. Secondly, the revised edition 
points out that each rule gives all of the specific headings made in a 
particular case, and that a cataloguer need not regard any one 
heading as the main entry if that catalogue is based on the “alternative 
heading” principle. Such de-emphasis of the main entry is very 
important because it creates a climate which will ultimately lead to the 
abolition of this relic of outdated technology. The only logical reason 
to retain the main entry is that it provides a focus for the cataloguer’s 
decisions on all entry points. This line of reasoning leads to a belief 
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that any abolition of the main entry will lead to relatively arbitrary 
choice of entries. 
I: appears that AACR 2 has countered this argument by offering a 
clear analysis of each cataloguing problem and by indicating all the 
entries appropriate in each given case. There are, of course, other 
reasons for retaining main entry: main entries provide the basis for 
shelf-marks and also provide a useful subarrangement of certain 
classes of added entry. Whether or not these are valid reasons, they 
do not outweigh the advantages of abolishing the main entry. Too 
much time is wasted arguing about the merits of one main entry over 
those of another; Cutter himself recognised that some choices are too 
difficult, and recommended double entry as a solution. The catalog- 
uing department of the future will be able to concentrate on the real 
problems of descriptive cataloguing once the great main entry debate 
has been abandoned. All librarians want to achieve the reader- 
oriented catalogue, and recognise that a catalogue is neither for 
cataloguers nor an end in itself. The best way to assert this belief is to 
provide equal entries simply arranged under each “sought” heading. 
The catalogue user thinks of the heading which he or she consults as 
the “main” entry. Perhaps what is needed is not to abolish main 
entries, but to ensure that all entries are main entries. 
AACR 1 began with six basic conditions of authorship: however, 
these have not withstood a decade of scrutiny. They represent a 
prime example of a misapplied Lubetzky concept. For instance, 
Conditions 4 and 5 were simply differently phrased versions of the 
same condition-a condition which, moreover, made an invalid con- 
clusion. This error was recognised in an amendment which consoli- 
dated the two rules and prescribed entry for such works under title 
rather than under compiler/editor. In addition, Condition 6 was 
revealed not to be a condition at all, but rather a case of special 
treatment of a specific class of material, i.e., serially published items. 
One of the most striking improvements made in AACR 2, however, is 
the development of the idea of basic conditions. These are now 
perceived to be: single authorship, anonymity, shared authorship, 
changing authorship, diffuse authorship, mixed authorship, and de- 
pendency. Of these conditions, changing authorship and diffuse 
authorship are new to AACR in that they have been stated only 
implicitly (if at all) in AACR 1 ; the concept of mixed authorship has 
been stated more clearly and its rules reorganised. Even if these rules 
should provoke disagreement, there seems little doubt that this re- 
formulation represents the best statement yet achieved of the prob- 
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lems and conditions. Changing authorship was one of the conditions 
set forth by Lubetzky which had been omitted from AACR 1. This 
condition covers monographic (usually reference) works which are 
issued frequently with changes of “authorship.” Diffuse authorship 
occurs when the number of authors, or the number of persons 
performing different functions in connection with a work, is so great 
that the title of the work provides the most likely heading to be 
sought. This is an especially important condition in cataloguing of 
many nonbook materials and, as such, represents a significant im- 
provement of AACR 2 from its predecessor. This improvement is 
concerned with the shift from print-oriented rules to those which 
genuinely attempt to deal with all library materials in an unbiased 
manner. Many of the rules in AACR 1 unquestionably assume that 
the book is the normal item to be catalogued; the very term nonbook is 
significantly revealing. The rules in AACR 2 lack this inherent bias 
and are therefore much more useful. 
Probably the most obvious defect of AACR 1, and certainly its 
greatest flaw, is the section at the end of Chapter 1 which deals with 
legal and religious materials. Every statement in this section of rules is 
wrong: (1 )  they deal with cases in a principle-oriented code, (2) they 
prescribe nonauthor headings in an author-based code, (3) they 
confuse the problems of choice and form of entry in a code which 
deliberately attempts to distinguish between them, and (4) they pre- 
scribe useless form subheadings, such as “Laws, statutes, etc.,” and 
“Liturgy and ritual.” This is supposedly done in the name of conti- 
nuity and economy. AACR 2 should be a welcomed revision if for no 
other reason than that it abolishes many of these anomalies. Although 
the special rules remain, they no longer prescribe special treatment; 
catalogues of the future are thus freed from a major source of 
unnecessary complexity and confusion. AACR 2 further attempts to 
generalise the problems of these legal and religious materials and to 
relate them to the general conditions outlined earlier. 
The rules for forms of name for persons were certainly the most 
successful element of AACR 1 and will therefore be the least subject 
to revision in AACR 2. The only unsatisfactory rule in the second 
chapter of the first edition seems to be that which concerns fullness of 
names. This rule has led to considerable inconsistency and many 
unsought headings, e.g., “Eliot, Thomas S.” AACR 2 recognises the 
essential validity of the rule stating that a person’s name should be 
entered under the form by which that person is commonly identified, 
and that the rule applies even if the resultant form includes initials. 
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This improvement represents both the greatest change quantitatively 
between the use of AACR 1 and AACR 2, and the change that will 
cause the most problems in the construction and use of authority files. 
This change will benefit catalogue users, however, and thus justifies 
the practical problems caused by adoption of the new practice. 
Another, but less important, change in headings for persons in 
AACR 2 is in the rule concerning use of titles of nobility and honour. 
In the future, such titles are to be added to the heading only when 
they form part of the name in its most commonly known form. The 
implication is that the cataloguer need no longer hunt through 
bibliographical dictionaries to establish names for persons who are 
not identified by such titles. The works of P.G. Wodehouse, for 
example, will hereafter be listed under “Wodehouse, P.G.,” rather 
than “Wodehouse, Sir Pelham,” the heading prescribed by previous 
codes. 
The rules for forms of name for corporate bodies in AACR 1 
represent a flawed application of a sound general principle. This 
principle abolished nonsense about societies and institutions but 
retained numerous minor irrelevancies, such as nearly incompre- 
hensible rules for entry of government bodies, varying treatment of 
subordinate and related bodies, and the curious ways of dealing with 
conferences. Many of the problems of subordinate bodies and gov- 
ernment agencies will, perhaps, be solved in AACR 2 by adoption of a 
single approach based on the form of name of the body. Related 
bodies will be treated in the same way and by the same rules as 
subordinate bodies. Rules for conference headings will be based on 
the same principles as those for other corporate bodies. These 
changes will bring the rules on corporate headings to the same high 
level as those on personal headings, which will make these core 
chapters on access points a valuable and reasoned contribution to the 
work now underway to construct huge, machine-readable data bases. 
The rules for uniform titles were an innovation in AACR 1, and 
were among its most successful innovations. Their major drawback, 
aside from a disproportionate emphasis on headings for the Bible, 
was an almost exclusive devotion to print materials. Other materials 
clearly require uniform titles (e.g., printed music); thus, the chapter 
covering uniform titles in AACR 2 will be generalised to cover 
uniform titles for all materials. A new problem inherent in AACR 2 is 
that of the provision of uniform titles for those legal and religious 
materials previously entered under headings which included form 
subheadings. The uniform titles for such materials, will, for the most 
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part, be specific rather than general (e.g., the name of an enactment, 
rather than a term for a class of documents). The  file for a given 
country or religious denomination will thus begin with a number of 
entries under the name of that country or  religious denomination 
without subdivision and will be arranged by specific uniform titles. 
For a catalogue user, one of the most important distinctions which a 
cataloguer makes is that between entries and references. T h e  unfor- 
tunate lack of clarity in the Paris Principles on this point has already 
been mentioned; the second edition of AACR attempts to clarify this 
matter. Entries relate to a particular item and serve as access points. 
References, on the other hand, relate to a particular name of a 
person, corporate body, or  work. Replacement of entries by refer- 
ences has always been a deplorable practice because it deprives the 
catalogue user of immediate access to information, which should be 
the cataloguer’s main objective. In future automated systems, all 
forms of name may be equally valid; the difference between entries 
and references will then cease to exist. In printed catalogues, how- 
ever, the distinction remains important and is one which must be 
made rationally and with consistency. 
This paper has concentrated on the latest manifestations of au- 
thor-title cataloguing in the English-speaking world-the Paris Prin- 
ciples and the two editions of AACR. An effort has been made to 
indicate the implications of the change to computer technology and 
away from the previous technologies which spawned many of the 
current customs and practices. This is the beginning of an era in 
which cataloguing (the listing and describing of materials) is still of 
great importance, but is placed in an entirely different context. For 
instance, the change from a cooperatively constructed manual union 
catalogue to participation in an on-line cooperative network is not 
simply a change in method or  technology, but is a radical and 
fundamental change in the nature of what is being done. Such a 
change demands a corresponding radical and fundamental reevalua- 
tion of all past and current practices. Cataloguing rules are adapting 
to the new environment, and they can be adapted further in the 
future. T h e  Paris Principles must be revised by international agree- 
ment, and the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules must be kept under 
review in the light of modern developments. By these two steps, a 
great tradition of Anglo-American cataloguing can be continued and 
intensified, and an honorable monument to international cooperation 
preserved. 
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C a n  radical change be accommodated? O r ,  rather,  can radical 
change not be accommodated? John  Stuart  Mill wrote, “When society 
requires t o  be rebuilt, there  is no use in attempting to rebuild it upon 
the old plan.”” Technology a n d  circumstance require that our cata- 
logues be rebuilt, a n d  it is essential that  a new plan be designed within 
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Changes in Cataloging Codes: Rules for 
Description 
R O N A L D  H A G L E R  
IN  A SIMPLER era, an “international standard” was 
the considered opinion of a single intellect-preferably a6 opinion 
formed in the context of wise consultation and practical experi- 
ence-which was subsequently adopted and/or adapted for use by 
individuals, institutions, or groups far from the sphere of the origi- 
nator. Is not the Dewey Decimal Classification (DDC) still a prime 
example of an international standard in bibliographic control? The 
most restrictive definition of “international standard” today would 
presumably limit the term’s application to the official promulgations 
of the International Organization for Standardization (ISO). Al- 
though IS0  standards may be generated originally from a single 
mind, the burden of past practice and the complex structure of 
interrelated activities dependent on bibliographic standards now mi- 
litate so strongly against any change that the proposals of any new 
Solomon (a latterday Charles Ammi Cutter, perhaps?) are perforce 
subjected to years of bureaucratic evaluation. Considering that 
scarcely ten years have passed since the first significant advance in 
more than one-half century toward internationalizing rules for de- 
scriptive cataloging,* it may be a miracle of efficiency that the first 
ISO-accepted standard in the field has been established. These ten 
years have produced the substantial advances which are the focus of 
this article, but the stir of activity has thus far only muddied the 
waters. The calmest pools are now perhaps near the point of settling 
Ronald Hagler is Associate Professor, School of Librarianship, The University of 
British Columbia, Vancouver. 
*Throughout this article, the terms description and descriptive cataloging are to be 
understood as having no reference whatever to headings or access points. They refer 
solely to what North American practice has called “the body of the entry,” beginning 
with the transcription of the title, plus the collation/series data and the notes. 
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down, but eddies and whirlpools will continue to becloud the stormier 
channels for at least several years. Thus, this article presents an 
incomplete story. 
In all the recent flurry of activity, the major issues have related to 
purpose and definition, and the most strongly worded arguments 
against any marked change have come from those with substantial 
investment in the past. These observations would be cliches except for 
the two new contexts of internationalism and “The Machine,” which 
have significantly altered the administrative, linguistic, economic, and 
time environments in which issues of purpose, definition, cost, and 
implementation must now be resolved. One might plaintively observe 
that these new contexts might have been coped with one at a time, and 
that their coincidence has proved nearly unmanageable; but for ten 
years they have been inseparable in the developed countries where 
any changes are of prime consequence against the background of 
more insular and nonmechanized past practice. 
J. C. M. Hanson concluded his comparison of cataloging codes with 
the statement: 
While it is true that an eventual code intended to serve as a basis for 
international agreement would have to deal with all these items, it is 
not the purpose of the present study to undertake any detailed 
comparison of the kind and amount of information prescribed by 
the various codes as regards title, imprint, collation, etc. . . . While 
standard rules and uniformity of entry are desirable throughout, 
slight variations in title and imprint would not prove the hindrance 
to co-operation wkch might result from differences in headings.‘ 
Hanson, appointed chief of the Catalog Department of the Library of 
Congress (LC) at the beginning of that institution’s bibliographic 
reorganization in 1897, had been responsible for the development of 
LC practices for thirty-seven years, and was a chief architect of the 
world’s first international cataloging code.2 He was wise enough to 
realize that: “Should an international code ever become a reality, 
many libraries would refuse to subscribe to it in its entirety. They 
would feel free to depart from it at times, particularly in matters that 
did not affect the headings.”J The point is that from the beginnings of 
a relatively standardized North American practice, the decisions and 
practices of a single major institution served €or a long time as what 
might be called a “standard.” A considerable amount of material 
headed “Library of Congress supplementary rule,” particularly in the 
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sections on description, appears in both the British and American 
editions of the 1908 code. 
After her retirement from LC, Lucile Morsch described the devel- 
opment of cataloging rules there through 1949, adding some tren- 
chant comments on time/cost-effective procedures: 
Until 1930, these rules [i.e., the 1908 code] were interpreted and 
expanded by the Library of Congress, as its use of them required, 
without the participation or explicit approval of the ALA. . . . 
There can also be no doubt that the [subsequent] wide considera- 
tion and prolonged discussion of the rules served to improve them. 
In the future, however, the library profession and bibliographical 
world may well be required to accept the Library’s decisions with 
respect to new and revised cataloging rules as it did from 1908 to 
1930.‘ 
Both national and international efforts toward a complete revision of 
the 1908 code began in 1930. I t  is significant, however, that no matter 
which other individuals or bodies held any deliberative or decision- 
making power in the formulation of subsequent American and 
Anglo-American codes, all efforts to date have been compiled and 
written under the editorship of an employee of, or of someone 
seconded by, LC.5 I t  was only in 1949 that a formal arrangement 
bound LC to accept another body’s veto power: “As a consequence, 
neither [ALA] nor the Library was thereafter free to expand or 
modify any detail of its cataloging rules without the specific approval 
of the other.’’6 
Much of the foregoing discussion is equally relevant to rules for 
entry as to rules for description. To distinguish between them in their 
development prior to 1941 is almost impossible from published 
sources, and even the more recent literature is as scanty on matters of 
description as it is plentiful on matters of heading: “Descriptive 
cataloguing is thought by many to be a rather disagreeable and 
tedious necessity, even by those who think it is a necessity at all, and 
this no doubt accounts for the comparative lack of theoretical (or, 
indeed, practical) writings on the subject.”’ 
The 1941 preliminary American second edition of the A.L.A. 
Catalog Rules,s however, focused attention on description. This code 
marked both a high point and a low point in the philosophy and 
practice of description. It came closer than any other set of rules 
known to this writer to specifying a standardized practice in sufficient 
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detail to ensure standardized application and hence a uniform prod- 
uct. Lucile Morsch wrote that the work leading to this code “was 
clearly intended to provide rules that would be applied by the 
national library and by all other libraries in their preparation of copy 
for printing in the cooperative cataloging p r ~ g r a m . ” ~  The 1941 code 
was, however, also the most immediately and widely rejected of 
cataloging codes, largely because of the sections on description, and 
perhaps because of the exigencies of that period. The detailed 
standard prescribed would probably have been ideal in the Victorian 
period, and in fact it faithfully reflected the practice which had 
developed in the LC house rules since 1908. Nevertheless, it was not a 
code to be fixed in print and, for the first time, subjected to critical 
review, in a year when the United States was involved in a costly world 
war. 
In the aftermath of devastating criticism by Andrew Osbornio and 
others: “attention was primarily focused on the excessively detailed 
rules for description. I t  was easier to see how these might be reduced 
to a greater simplicity. Exactly how rules for entry and heading could 
be safely cut back was not so immediately obvious but the need to ‘do 
something’ was strongly felt.”” In the historical context sketched 
above, it is not surprising that LC acted on its own initiative, but this 
time it consulted the library community of North America widely 
through questionnaires and conferences in the course of a radical 
review of description. The resultant Studies of Descriptive Cataloging12 
embodied as complete a change of philosophy as possible from the 
acceptance of the title page as the basis of description. Instead of 
transcribing the title page, the Studies advocated selecting and ar- 
ranging required elements. This seminal concept was embodied both 
in the subsequent Rules for Descriptive Cataioging in the Library of 
CongresP (RDC) published in 1949 and in its successors, and is now 
considered a major element in the structure of a developing interna- 
tional standard. Older cataloging practices may have occasionally led 
to a similar result, but in no previous case was it a conscious philoso- 
The chief differences between the new and the previous Rules are 
that the earlier ones required a closely literal transcription of the 
organization and detail of the title-page of the publication being 
cataloged. . . . The new Rules emphasize the selection of data 
essential to the description, and the presentation of these data in 
more or less prescribed order. . . . The result of the change is a 
phy: 
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briefer entry, which is believed to be simpler, yet more rather than 
less ~sefu1. l~ 
The new philosophy was not noticed, or perhaps vaiued, as much as 
the resultant simplification. Even in the final months of the six years 
between the beginning of LC’s internal review (in late 1942) and the 
official adoption of RDC by the American Library Association (ALA) 
as its standard (in 1949), ALA was successfully advocating a long list 
of simplifications and changes.15 To relieve the practice of description 
of all unnecessary detail was the obvious goal. But what is unneces- 
sary? Is “Shakespeare. Folio. 1623.” an inadequate description? Are 
the two volumes of Charlton Hinman’s thorough, and purely de- 
scriptive, study of the same bibliographic itemi6 full of unnecessary 
detail? Where, between the 3 words and the 1,500 pages, lies the 
golden mean for general library purposes? Did RDC prescribe the 
right amount of detail, too little, or still too much? One attempt to 
define the context of such rules is found in section 1 1.1 of RDC itself: 
Detailed descriptions of incunabula can generally be found in one 
or more of the following reference works. . . . Such descriptions 
need not be repeated on the cards if they fit the work being 
cataloged. Instead, reference is made to the best description found, 
making the catalog entry relatively brief and simple.” 
There is a strong conceptual link between this practice and the aim of 
the program of Universal Bibliographic Control (UBC) now being 
developed by the International Federation of Library Associations 
(IFLA). Both presuppose a model description accepted by an agency 
which did not necessarily prepare it. 
IFLA asks that each country accept the responsibility for making 
the bibliographic record of its own publications in accordance with 
agreed international standards. The acceptance of that record as 
the definitive bibliographic description of those publications is the 
acknowledgment of equality by the rest of the world.I8 
Linking devices to relate one description to another are now well 
established. Since 1966 a national bibliography serial number has 
been, when available, part of each entry prepared by LC under its 
“shared cataloging” program. The standard numbering systems (for 
example, ISBN and ISSN) now being adopted for bibliographic items 
are conceived by some as a means of directing the searcher from a 
potentially inadequate identification of the item to a unique standard 
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identification elsewhere-for example, the International Serials Data 
System (ISDS) data base in the case of the ISSN. 
Present Anglo-American practice generally does not rely on the 
simultaneous existence of levels of description and linking mecha- 
nisms, but something analogous to this was used by LC as another 
means of determining whether RDC might in some cases still provide 
for an unnecessarily detailed level of description. This was the prac- 
tice of “limited cataloging” applied to certain publications between 
1951 and 1962. The practice was then discontinued because “a study 
of the experience of 11 years (1951-62) and of comments received 
from card subscribers and others led to the conclusion that a single set 
of cataloging rules should be in force for all  publication^."^^ Thirteen 
years of practical application of RDC had demonstrated that its 
provisions were generally satisfactory. 
When existing rules for description were reviewed in the early 
1960s for inclusion in the emerging Anglo-Americmi Cataloging Rules 
(AACR),9O ALA and LC jointly revised RDC for clarity and organiza- 
tion, but without any intention of substantive change. The resulting 
chapters of AACR were written under the editorial direction of Lucile 
Morsch, who had shared with Seymour Lubetzky responsibility for 
the content of RDC. Sumner Spalding, the AACR general editor, 
wrote : 
These rules [for description] did not involve the same kind of 
stem-to-stern recasting that characterizes the rules for entry and 
heading. That kind of fundamental overhaul took place back in the 
1940s. . . . The end product is a text that has been extensively 
edited but is little changed in substance from the Rulesfor Descrip- 
tive Cataloging in the L i b r q  of Congress.21 
In Britain, the work was approached quite differently: 
The 1949 Library of Congress rules have never gained wide ac- 
ceptance in Britain, many libraries still using the descriptive rules of 
the 1908 AA code. The cataloguing rules sub-committee, therefore, 
appointed another smaller committee to revise the North American 
text on descriptive cataloguing to bring it into line with the normal 
practice in modern British libraries.** 
When the North American text of AACR was released some months 
before the British committees’ work had been completed, a reviewer 
wrote: “The section on description is to be greatly modified in the 
British edition. This modification will, it is hoped, be more in har- 
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mony with contemporary British descriptive cataloguing 
need~.”~~Although the committees on both sides of the Atlantic ex- 
changed drafts and minutes of deliberations, formal machinery never 
existed for reconciliation of their differing viewpoints on description, 
such as was employed to ensure the greatest possible uniformity of 
Part I of the code.24 
Finally, it should be acknowledged that despite the title page 
attribution of AACR, the Canadian Library Association took no part 
whatever in the development of Parts I1 or 111. It was neither 
approached with any drafts of these parts, nor did it initiate any 
revisions as a body. In the words of the chairman of the ALA 
committee responsible for Part 11, “Part I1 of the code is not an 
international code, though there have been some international dis- 
cussions.”25 
If the most significant advance of RDC had been the distinction 
between title page transcription and the presentation of selected 
essential elements of description, the British text of AACR took the 
principle of selection of data elements a step further by recognizing 
that in twentieth-century typographic practice, the title page is no 
longer the sole expected location for all the essential bibliographic 
data. Thus, North American practice continued until 1975 to enclose 
within brackets any required datum between the title and the publi- 
cation date which was not transcribed from the title page; while 
British practice since 1967 has prescribed that edition and imprint 
data be transcribed without brackets, provided that they are “formally 
presented in the book, even if not on the title page.”P6 Furthermore, 
British libraries have not had the long tradition of the use of the 
printed unit card acquired from an external source, which has so 
firmly fixed the unit card format of the catalog in North America. 
The British text, then, attempted “to avoid the implication that all 
catalogues are card catalogues, and another implicit assumption of 
the North American text-the assumption that all unit entries include 
the heading under which main entry is made.”27 
The British text differs from the North American text in other ways 
more appropriate to an international standard. It provides less explic- 
itly for the treatment of specialized circumstances, leaving more to 
the discretion of the individual or institution applying the rules than 
does the North American text. In this sense, the North American text 
is evidently an “in-house” manual for use at LC, combining principles 
and rules of description with much that would normally be consid- 
ered the content of a departmental manual of routine and/or clerical 
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practice. This orientation explains the injunction to use a particular 
dictionary as a spelling authority, or as an extreme example, the 
specification of the length of typographic dashes required in the 
so-called “dash entry.’’28 
The justification for such level of specification, if not for the 
inclusion of type style, has been that virtually all the larger North 
American libraries use unaltered LC cataloging copy for the majority 
of their catalog entries, and want explicit guidance to help them to 
achieve complete conformity with LC style in entries prepared locally. 
Even Canadian libraries, for which stipulations such as the inclusion 
of a second place of publication if in the United Statesz9 are clearly 
irrelevant, appear quite as likely to follow the printed provision as to 
alter it for the Canadian situation. While acknowledging the possibil- 
ity of identifying and distinguishing bibliographic items even if details 
of description vary slightly, one must recognize that at least within a 
single catalog, consistency is of utmost value in giving the user a sense 
of confidence. What confidence is possible when identifying the 
bibliographic status of the fourth edition of Pauline Johnson’s Legends 
of Vancouver if in the same catalog, following the unequivocal edition 
statement, “4th ed.,” the following seven imprintkollation combina- 
tions appear on different entries? 
[Vancouver, B.C., Saturday Sunset Presses, c19113 138 p. 
[n.p., ~19111 xiv, 138 p. 23% X 13% cm. 
[n.p., c1911] 2 p. l., vii-xiv p., 1 I. ,  138 p. 
[Vancouver, B.C., Printed by the Vancouver daily province, c191 I] 
Vancouver, Published for G. S. Forsyth, 1912. xiv, 138 p. 23 cm. 
[n.p., 1913?, ~19111 xiv, [l],  138 p. 24 cm. 
n.p., n.d. xiv p. 11. 138 p.30 
It is impossible to determine quantitatively how much can safely be 
left to the discretion of the cataloger. The qualittive conclusions 
reached by the 1946 Studies of Descriptive Cataloging constitute a 
significant advance over previous quantitative standards, because for 
the first time, they are stated as “Principles of Descriptive Catalog- 
ing.”$’ In more or less the same words, these principles have found 
their way into RDC and the two texts of AACR, and in a more general 
way form the basis for the emerging international standard. Perhaps 
these principles are best stated in the British text of AACR: “The 
object of the description is consistently to describe each item as an 
item, to distinguish it from other items (especially from other items in 
xiv, 138 p. 24 cm. 
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the library), and to show its bibliographical relationship with other 
Any cataloger can use any set of cataloging rules to rational- 
ize post factum the seven descriptions of the fourth edition of Legends 
of Vancouver; the, challenge is to anticipate the type of difficulty 
presented by an item which has no clear publisher statement, espe- 
cially when different catalogers are required to make independent 
judgments. The increasing importance of union catalogs, from one of 
which the example was taken, and of computerized search techniques 
in which the human intelligence has no opportunity for spontaneous 
evaluation of minor variations at the output stage, magnifies the 
problem considerably. 
Recent rule revision efforts have tended to retreat to the position 
that more prescriptive rules ensure greater uniformity of product, 
while carefully avoiding regression to 1941 and a new excess. Al- 
though the two texts of AACR still differ in principle on the matter of 
how prescriptive the rules should be, a novel resolution of the 
difference has been accepted for the forthcoming second edition. (At 
the time of this writing, however, no rules have yet been drafted to 
test its effectiveness.) The areas of description have been divided into 
those in which “maximum uniformity” among different descriptions 
of the same item is essential for identification and retrieval, and those 
in which some latitude in choice of detail or form of presentation- 
i.e., “minimum uniformity”-is acceptable. It has been proposed that 
the rules governing the former should be highly prescriptive, while 
those governing the latter may be more generalized and discretion- 
a ~ y . ~ ~  It may be that this approach is less novel than it is representative 
of the fruition of a 35-year-old effort at LC: 
An attempt has been made this year to distinguish between matters 
of fact and matters of form and to edit copy sent in by contributing 
libraries so that the entries will fit in with those produced by the 
Library of Congress as far as possible, but without insisting that its 
practices in matters of less vital detail be followed slavishly.34 
Such a solution could potentially resolve one of the greatest draw- 
backs to the universal acceptance of a single code for description. 
Resistance to such acceptance has not emphasized linguistic or na- 
tional differences as much as differences in size or type of library. The 
research library (the intended audience for most modern national 
codes) and the small school or public library have very different 
needs, and the latter have not been well served by existing codes. The 
Library Association (LA) brought nearly to conclusion a project to 
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publish an abridgment of the British text of AACR, presumably one 
which in the sections on description would follow the advice: “modi- 
fication should take the form of omitting details considered unneces- 
sary in a given catalogue, rather than of presenting the same, or 
similar, information in a different f a ~ h i o n . ” ~ ~  If the full code embodies 
the maximumiminimum uniformity principle described above, any 
abridgment will be formally a subset of the parent ~ t a n d a r d . ~ ~  This is a 
concept which must be explored further in the international context, 
where national subsets of the international standard, with predictable 
variants provided for in the latter, will be necessary to cover matters 
where no international standard can be specific (for example, those 
closely linked to language).s7 Such considerations, cliches in many 
other fields, are unfortunately new in bibliographic control. 
Among many administrative and budgetary considerations pre- 
ceding LC’s adoption in 1966 of the National Program for Acquisi- 
tions and Cataloging (NPAC) was the technical consideration of 
whether to reproduce on an LC entry the unrevised description of an 
item taken from the national bibliography of that item’s country of 
origin. The prospect of resulting inconsistencies must have seemed 
appalling to many-but not to the project’s originator, John Cronin. 
Cronin demonstrated to apparently skeptical audiences 
the similaritj between the [descriptive] cataloguing practices of the 
various libraries and institutions represented. In the past, we have 
tended to talk about our differences and have overlooked the 
important fact that in almost every bibliographical description, no 
matter who prepares it, there are more similarities than dif- 
ferences. . . . Perhaps we had been wrong in assuming that only 
our own cataloguers were competent enough to prepare the rec- 
ords for our c a t a I o g ~ e ~ ? ~ *  
The beneficial effects of this realization undoubtedly influenced the 
ensuing events. Within a year of the first NPAC entries came two 
events which added incentive to a review of description at the inter- 
national level: (1) publication of the two significantly variant texts of 
Part I1 of AACR, and (2) research resulting in the fixing of the 
Machine-readable Cataloging (MARC) II  format with its tags to 
delimit each major datum of bibliographic identification. Directors 
and staffs of the national bibliographic agencies contributing copy to 
NPAC were conscious of their interaction with LC and with each 
other: “I believe it was Cronin’s defiant challenge . . . that made us 
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all think again about our attitudes to our own and others’ catalog- 
~ i n g . ” ~ ~  
The pattern had been set by the 1961 International Conference on 
Cataloguing Principles (ICCP). At that conference, a number of 
principles were established on the basis of which detailed codes for 
entry and headings were subsequently written. In 1969, IFLA spon- 
sored the International Meeting of Cataloguing Experts (IMCE) from 
which one resolution states: 
efforts should be directed towards creating a system for the inter- 
national exchange of information by which the standard biblio- 
graphical description of each publication would be established and 
distributed by a national agency in the country of origin of the 
publication. . . . The effectiveness of the system will be dependent 
upon the maximum standardization of the form and content of the 
bibliographical de~cription.‘~ 
This resolution has its obvious forerunner in Cronin’s observations on 
the essential similarity of existing practices, and its obvious successor 
in the principle of the later program of Universal Bibliographic 
Control described above.*l 
Unlike ICCP, IMCE was not a meeting of official delegations from 
nations and international bodies, but a group of individuals, with the 
Anglo-American contingent well represented. Because the British 
had conducted the most recent thorough review of description, it was 
no surprise that Michael Gorman of the British National Bibliography 
was commissioned to survey existing practices of description in na- 
tional bibliographie~.~~ When a working group was established imme- 
diately following the meeting to begin work on a standard biblio- 
graphic description (the word international was prefixed later), the 
task of drafting was delegated to Gorman. 
Procedures for the preparation and acceptance of this work set a 
precedent for later IFLA activities of the same kind. First, a small 
working group was established; members were to consider themselves 
experts in their own right rather than representatives of an institution 
or organization. They met occasionally and evaluated revised drafts 
circulated by mail. These drafts were not widely circulated outside the 
working group. A preliminary edition was then published and various 
agencies put its provisions into effect, sometimes with conflicting 
interpretations. The working group, in consultation with an informal 
users’ body, reviewed problems of intent, wording, and interpreta- 
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tion; finally, a definitive edition was published in one language, and 
translations prepared.’) In the case of the first version of an Interna- 
tional Standard Bibliographic Description (ISBD), which ultimately 
acknowledged its limitation to monographic publications and became 
the ISBD(M), the process took a little more than four years from its 
inception in 1969 to publication of the preliminary edition in late 
1971 and of the definitive edition early in 1974. 
This procedure is somewhat different from that which had been in 
vogue for some time in the United States, where the participation of 
many associations and committees had become commonplace; and 
the time span was considerably shorter than that devoted to prepara- 
tions for either RDC or AACR. During the process, ISBD had not 
received high visibility outside the limited circles of IFLA and na- 
tional bibliographic agencies. Most of what appeared in print in 
North America prior to 1973 was cautiously worded in generalities, 
rather than offering specific details of proposed In Britain, 
a more complete description had appeared in 197 1 ,45 while a specific 
outline of ISBD appeared in IFLA Newsas early as mid-1970.+6 It was 
subsequently evident, however, that even the most general knowledge 
of implications of the developments had largely escaped the notice of 
practitioners and administrators in North America, who were then 
enveloped in the problems of automation and local network devel- 
opment. The library community of the United States, although never 
openly rebelling against a certain amount of dictation from LC, was 
quite unaccustomed to accepting the idea that any major catalogmg 
advance affecting it could be initiated from abroad-after all, none 
had since Panizzi. There was also concern on practical grounds. 
Although nothing in ISBD is incompatible with the MARC I1 format, 
the prescribed punctuation pattern of ISBD would appear to have 
caused problems for some agencies which had already invested in 
computer programs designed to manipulate punctuation at the 
printout stage. Such concerns led to undercurrents of resentment at 
the imposition of yet another major change in cataloging rules once it 
was realized that details of all AACR rules for description would be 
gradually altered to conform with the various existing and forthcom- 
ing ISBDs. 
The sudden transition from “Anglo-American” to “international” 
will take more time to be understood and absorbed by what for nearly 
a century has been the fiercely provincial and largely self-sufficient 
environment of the North American LC-user community. The brief 
flurry of writings resulting from the 1972-73 controversy in the 
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United States did, however, belatedly draw wide attention to ISBDa4’ 
Fuller reporting of developments in North American publications 
followed. The expeditious incorporation of the provisions of 
ISBD(M) into several national bibliographies and into AACR (in the 
form of a revised Chapter 6 for each text) also served to allay 
uneasiness by removing uncertainty about its practical appl ica t i~n .~~ 
The part of the controversy over what constitutes a “standard” and 
who has the authority to impose it may be considered premature i; 
the present context, although I S 0  has recently adopted an outline 
version of ISBD(M) as an official ~tandard.’~ The other part of the 
controversy concerned the substance of ISBD, and in particular: 
( 1 )  the prescribed punctuation, and (2) the required scope of a de- 
scription which is in principle totally independent of access points or 
headings. The punctuation pattern took some time to develop. It had 
been evident to the committees preparing AACR in the 1960s that 
punctuation should be prescribed more rigorously than it had been in 
RDC or earlier codes. The discretion allowed had led to fruitless 
arguments at the practical level, because punctuation was treated as a 
matter of style and had little or no bearing on the substance of the 
description. By stating that “an appendix which summarizes punctu- 
ation practices has been added”% in AACR, Field perhaps uncon- 
sciously admitted that once again a preferred house style became part 
of the code, for pragmatic reasons. 
The first draft of ISBD in October 1969 is not explicit on matters of 
punctuation, but the germ of a new idea is already present: “it seems 
to me to be desirable that the Working Party should recommend a 
system of punctuation.”31 The novelty is in the word system; by the 
next draft it was a policy that a punctuation mark should uniquely 
identify each element of description within its own area and that 
another unique mark should separate the areas.j* This was not easy to 
accomplish, and the punctuation pattern published in the 1971 pre- 
liminary edition required substantial revision (to the considerable 
unhappiness of many in the North American community) before 
publication of the first standard edition of 1974. This revision was 
finally accomplished after much discussion in August 1973.” In a 
laudable attempt to familiarize the library community with ISBD, LC 
had published extensive examples following the earlier version, but 
these have caused confusion.” As recently as late 1975, the obsolete 
pattern of punctuation appeared prominently in the literature and 
had to be corrected.l5 Such are the inevitable problems encountered 
in the attempt to settle a standard neither too slowly nor too quickly. 
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The punctuation pattern may constitute overkill for purposes of 
computer manipulation of bibliographic data, for with a single ex- 
ception,* each of the ISBD( M) punctuation delimiters is duplicated by 
a MARC subfield code. The pattern certainly facilitates visual recog- 
nition of the parts of the entry, thus helping to fulfill the two purposes 
of ISBD which are unrelated to mechanization: “( 1) making records 
from different sources interchangeable, (2) assisting in the interpre- 
tation of records across language barriers.”j6 
The matter of whether a description can, or should, be indepen- 
dent of a heading is one which raises larger issues of the context of the 
rules. For the unit entry catalog so firmly embedded in North Amer- 
ican practice, it was desirable for RDC to have omitted from the 
description any single-author statement or publisher statement that 
could reasonably be inferred from the unit (or main) entry heading 
always accompanying that de~cription.~’ This simplification required 
considerable qualification even before AACR;jR nevertheless, so- 
called “repetition” of the author statement in the description, as called 
for in ISBD(M), has been severely criticized as contributing to an 
unnecessary lengthening of the catalog entry by Seymour Lubetzky.jg 
It is still too early for any system of universal bibliographic control 
to be based on a standardized selection and form of main entry 
heading. Perhaps this is not even a desirable goal in view of inherent 
language problems. It is not unreasonable, then, that an internation- 
ally acceptable standard description should not be dependent on a 
heading, and therefore must include all elements-including those 
from which headings may be generated for retrieval purposes. If a 
compromise or alternative is possible in particular situations, it should 
be presented and accepted as such.60 
The question of whether these features of ISBD are inherently 
objectionable for smaller libraries or in certain local circumstances, or 
whether they are simply changes which can be assimilated over a 
period of time, remains open to investigation. Furthermore, in a 
computer environment divorced from the 75-year North American 
tradition of the unit entry, the possibilities of abridgment and ma- 
nipulation of the full ISBD record for various practical uses in a 
library have only begun to be investigated. Such possibilities, how- 
ever, remain outside the scope of this article. 
*The exception is the space-semicolon-space in the statement of responsibility. 
Unfortunately, MARC tags and ISBD prescribed punctuation are not absolute equiva- 
lents, although their coincidence is very close, and within the majority of records either 
would signal the necessity for the other. 
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These issues bring into focus the potentially conflicting needs of, 
and demands on: (1) the catalog of an individual collection, and (2) 
the published products of a national bibliographic agency. This 
conflict will not be explored here, but its mention in the context of 
anti-ISBD sentiment is important, because it is a conflict which has 
gone largely unnoticed in North America due to its near-total de- 
pendency on LC in the past. Because of the history of its unique 
service as provider of unit catalog entries for the world's publications, 
LC now finds itself in the unenviable position of having to justify to 
some of its clientele its role as one national bibliographic agency 
among many, which shares its records with the others. 
Two threads remain to be followed in this skein, and they too are 
entangled: (1) the development of a full ISBD program from the 
original ISBD(M), and (2) the integration of the developing standard 
into specific cataloging codes. At this writing, it is fruitless to try to 
follow either thread to its end; both are still being woven and 
whatever is written now could be obsolete by the time of publication. 
One development is of such significance to both, however, that it 
merits detailed description: the development of the generalized 
ISBD, or ISBD(G). 
As noted earlier, the original concept of a standard bibliographic 
description was restricted to monographs before publication in its 
first standard edition as ISBD(M). This restriction resulted from 
almost immediate pressure for the development of a parallel ISBD 
for serial publications, or ISBD(S). Not only do most modern de- 
scriptive cataloging codes have separate, if not contradictory, provi- 
sions for serial publications, but the recently established International 
Serials Data System was seeking its own means of standardizing the 
identification of serials. The search for a means of accommodating 
within this single developing standard those features of serial publi- 
cations inadequately covered by a standard conceived for mono- 
graphs seemed urgent. Serials and nonbook materials are the subject 
of other contributions to this issue; suffice it to note here that what 
was good for monographs and serials suddenly seemed equally de- 
sirable for cartographic materials, old or rare books, music, and 
nonbook materials in general. Despite the obvious cross-classification, 
ISBD working groups have been either formally organized or pro- 
posed for each of these categories.6' As an attempt to ensure comple- 
mentary provisions in the various ISBDs, each established working 
group includes at least one member of the original ISBD(M) working 
group *62 
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A version of ISBD(S) was published as the recommendations of its 
working group early in 1974:’ but prolonged controversy has re- 
sulted over the conflict in serials cataloging between description and 
identification. N o  other ISBD has yet reached the stage of a prelimi- 
nary published version at the date of completion of this article. I n  the 
meantime, AACR is being reexamined by a revision committee with a 
view to publication of a second edition. The scheduled completion 
date of this revision is early 1977, and the revision committee has 
accepted adherence to ISBD as one of its  principle^.^^ 
Early in its deliberations, the Joint Steering Committee for Revision 
of AACR (JSCAACR) realized that: (1) the directions of the various 
specialist ISBDs were potentially in conflict, and (2) not all of them 
would be available before the scheduled time of completion of its own 
work. JSCAACR requested that the IFLA International Office for 
UBC convene a meeting at which its own representatives and those of 
each existing and proposed ISBD working group could seek agree- 
ment on an “umbrella” ISBD to serve as the framework for each 
specialized ISBD, and thus for all rules on description in the new 
edition of AACRe6j Successful meetings were held in October 19 i3  
and in March 1976; the details of ISBD(G) were ratified by the IFLA 
Council in August 1976, and publication may be expected by early 
1977. Details of the proposed ISBD(G) have already appeared in 
several publications on both sides of the Atlantic.66 Because the 
specific problems of nonmonographic publications were carefully 
considered in drafting this standard, ISBD(M) will probably require 
some modification both in terminology and (to a very minor degree) 
in substance in order to conform. Meanwhile, work has proceeded 
rapidly on other ISBDs to conform with the ISBD(G) draft, with 
ratification of one or more of these standards expected in 1976 or 
early 1977. 
By the time this issue of L i b r q  Trends is published, the second 
edition of AACR may also be substantially complete in draft form and 
ready for testing. It will be the first cataloging code to put into effect, 
in the form of detailed rules, a complete ISBD structure covering all 
types of library materials. Other codes already exist (along with the 
two revisions of AACR Chapter 6) which embody the provisions of 
ISBD(M).67 With a considerable number of national bibliographic 
services also using the basic ISBD structure, prospects for widespread 
application of the completed system seem bright. 
Joel Downing’s comments on the 1967 AACR are equally relevant 
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to this developing standard for description, and strike a fitting note 
on which to  pause in this unfinished story: 
This new code has been produced painfully but not ineffectually in 
two national arenas. It may be argued that neither group responsi- 
ble for the preparation of the rules was constituted to represent all 
existing views, but I am fairly certain that if fifty other librarians 
and cataloguers had been brought together they would probably 
not have produced a better set of rules-possibly a worse. It is my 
plea.  , . that we stand to gain immeasurably by having for the first 
time for many decades an  acceptable standard of discipline and 
technique in cataloguing suitable to all levels-public and special, 
academic and  bibliographic.68 
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Exchange of Bibliographic Information in 
Machine-readable Form 
LUCIA J .  RATHER 
THE TRANSFER OF bibliographic information be- 
tween agencies is not a new idea. I t  began with the earliest printed 
catalogs and became a well-established operation in the early part of 
the twentieth century with the sale of Library of Congress catalog 
cards. The need for standards to aid in the efficient transfer of 
bibliographic information became apparent early; the first such 
major standard may have been the specification for the 3 X 5 inch 
catalog card. 
The development of networks for the transfer of bibliographic 
information in machine-readable form from one agency to another in 
the 1970s is a change in form rather than in substance. The necessity 
to use complex electronic equipment and the desire to utilize biblio- 
graphic records without extensive manual modification have made 
standardization even more significant. In 1970, Wigington and Wood 
stated that if “a national program for information transfer has as its 
objectives the development of a coherent system for the efficient, 
effective, and economic transfer of information, then the need for a 
standardization program which is much more extensive than any- 
thing available to date becomes obvious.”’ 
Standards are created today at many different levels. Schmierer has 
noted five groups of institutions involved in the creation of stand- 
ards.2 At the international level is the International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO), founded in 1946. I S 0  works with national and 
regional standards organizations to develop recommendations and 
standards in all areas of technology. At the regional level are organi- 
zations such as the Pan American Standards Coordinating Committee 
(COPANT) and the European Committee for Standardization (CEN), 
Lucia J .  Rather is Assistant Director (Cataloging), Processing Department, Library of 
Congress. 
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which generally work with I S 0  rather than developing standards on 
their own. Most of the larger countries contain national standards 
organizations. T h e  U.S. agency is the American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI). ANSI works with both private and governmental 
groups in the establishment of national standards. Standards are  also 
developed at the associational level by groups recognized as author- 
ities for industry-wide interest. One of the best known of these groups 
is the American Society for Testing and Materials. At the fifth level 
are government agencies, companies, and individuals; the prime 
example in the United States is the National Bureau of Standards. 
The  main groups in the United States concerned with library 
standards are ANSI Subcommittee 239 on Library Work and Docu- 
mentation, the Library of Congress, and the Committee on Technical 
Standards for Library Automation (TESLA) of the Information 
Science and Automation Division of the American Library Associa- 
tion. TESLA, like the Library of Congress (LC), is not in itself a 
standards-making organization. Instead, it promotes “participation in 
the standards process at the membership level” so that standards 
developed by organizations such as ANSI will reflect library needs.’ 
COMMUNIC.4TION OF BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATA IN 
MACHINE-READABLE FORM 
Manual methods of communication of bibliographic information 
are enhanced by the use of standards. When automated methods are 
used, standards become critical. This may be explained by the fact 
that one of the prime economic justifications of automated systems 
lies in the fact that they allow the manipulation of data without 
expensive manual intervention. Computer programs are very intol- 
erant of data variations. People, on the other hand, have the superior 
ability of making allowances for data variations when they process 
records. People can also make bibliographic decisions based on im- 
plicit information. They do  not have to be told explicitly that a given 
record is in French, that Paris is a city in France, or that “Bibliotheque 
nationale” is a corporate name. For rapid, accurate processing, the 
computer must be told this explicitly, and if records from more than 
one source are to be processed, the information must be conveyed in 
exactly the same way. 
T h e  requirements for standardization in order to transmit biblio- 
graphic records in machine-readable form fall into seven areas: 
(1) bibliographic description; (2) standardization of headings, subject 
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terms, and other access points; (3) transliteration; (4) character sets; 
( 5 )  formats; (6) codes; and (7) item identification. Some of these areas 
have been described more fully elsewhere in this issue and will be 
touched on only briefly here. 
BIBLIOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION 
An examination of the national bibliographies issued prior to 1972 
indicates wide variation in the rules for bibliographic description. 
Order of information varied, as did punctuation between data ele- 
ments. Published in 1974, the International Standard Bibliographic 
Description for Monographic Publications (ISBD(M))' was the first at- 
tempt to standardize descriptiw on an international scale. ISBD(M) 
has been widely adopted by most of the European countries and 
formed the basis for a revision of Chapter 6 of the AngEo-American 
Cataloging Rules (AACR).$ 
At the Library of Congress, which has had a policy of accepting the 
bibliographic description provided by national bibliographic agencies 
participating in its shared cataloging program, the adoption of 
ISBD(M) has had a substantial impact. LC uses a complex computer 
program called Format Recognitionfi to convert records to machine- 
readable form. Format Recognition processes the entire bibliographic 
record and assigns tags, indicators and subfield codes based on an 
analysis of the data (including key words and punctuation patterns in 
the record). The original program was written for materials in Eng- 
lish using the AACR rules. The expansion of the program to handle 
foreign-language cataloging was made possible only by the adoption 
of the standardized punctuation patterns required by ISBD(M). This 
means that one version of the program can handle records in any 
language as long as the ISBD(M) rules are followed. The savings in 
the costs of conversion to machine-readable form are so substantial 
that LC now requires any material in the shared cataloging program 
going into MARC (Machine-readable Cataloging) to be modified to 
follow ISBD(M) punctuation patterns by the LC catalogers-if the 
foreign agency supplying the catalog record has not already done so. 
Some problems do exist in the current system, the most difficult one 
being that the different national agencies do not apply ISBD(M) in 
exactly the same fashion. This requires some modification of the 
catalog record by the LC catalogers, and in some cases causes prob- 
lems in the Format Recognition programs. 
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STANDARDIZATION OF HEADINGS 
There is far less standardization in the area of name headings than 
there is in bibliographic description. The Paris Principles provided 
some guidance, and various national cataloging codes such as AACR 
have been developed based on these principles. However, even if 
international agreement could be reached on rules for choice and 
form of heading, it remains likely that the headings created by 
different agencies would vary. This problem arises from two sources. 
First is the difficulty of devising rules which will be consistently 
interpreted alike by two different catalogers. This situation results 
both from the way the rules are written and from the infinite variety 
of names of people, societies, meetings, institutions, governments, etc. 
The second problem derives from the rules which specify what form 
of name is to be used but allow any additional information necessary 
to distinguish one name from another to be added. This kind of 
decision can be made only by comparing a given name against an 
authority file. Because there is no single authority file in existence, 
there is a wide divergence in the forms of headings established for 
a given name by catalogers at different agencies. 
Libraries in the United States have long searched the National 
Union Catalog (NUC)’ to determine the forms of names established at 
LC. In response to this need, LC has recently begun publishing a list 
of Name Headings With Reference9 which includes all new names 
established during a given quarter. The economic problems of cu- 
mulation and the delay with which the list appears remain. Ease of 
cumulation and speed of publication seem to depend on the devel- 
opment of an automated authority system. The New York Public 
Library and the Washington State Library have been pioneers in this 
area, using machine-readable authority files for the production of 
book catalogs. The National Library of Canada also has its authority 
files in machine-readable form. The Library of Congress has devel- 
oped a format for the handling of authority data and plans to begin 
input of new name headings in 1976. These headings will be available 
initially in machine-readable form on tape from the MARC Distribu- 
tion Service. A committee organized by the Advisory Group on 
National Bibliographic Control is currently considering development 
of an authority format for names to satisfy the requirements of library 
publishers and abstracting and indexing communities. The commit- 
tee is beginning its work with a review of the LC authority format. 
The ideal solution would be to handle name information via an 
on-line system which could be searched or updated by multiple users, 
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with one agency serving as the final authority. A centralized system 
would allow all users to obtain up-to-date information on any given 
heading immediately. While such a system eventually may be possible, 
many problems remain to be solved, including quality control, dupli- 
cation of headings, and varying requirements of participating agen- 
cies. 
The  question of standardization of subject headings and subject 
classification presents even more problems than do  name systems. At 
this time, there is no one classification or subject heading system that 
can be considered truly international in scope. T h e  Universal Decimal 
Classification (UDC) is actually an umbrella term for a group of 
national classification systems, all built on the same principles but 
varying substantially in terms of development and application. UDC 
is widely used in Europe but scarcely at all in the United States. The  
Library of Congress and Dewey Decimal classifications are the most 
common systems found in the United States. In  the area of subject 
headings, there is even less agreement. In the United States and 
Canada, LC subject headings are widely used in public and research 
libraries. However, specialized systems, such as the Medical Subject 
Headings (MESH), are  used by special libraries. There is currently no 
evidence that a translation can automatically be made from any of the 
specialized systems to the LC system or from one classification system 
to another. In  the international area, this problem is compounded by 
language. 
T h e  Preserved Context  Indexing  System (PRECIS) devel- 
oped by Derek Austin at the British National Bibliography is designed 
for use in an automated system, although it can also be used man- 
ually. PRECIS uses a series of subject terms to provide index entries 
to a record. T h e  British Library is now planning to modify the system 
to handle translingual indexing. Under the envisioned scheme, the- 
sauri will be developed in different languages, with each term given a 
number. T h e  machine record will carry a set of numbers which can be 
translated into the appropriate subject terms in any given language. 
Whether the linguistic complexities of the various European lan- 
guages will permit such equivalences, and whether this system will 
ever be widely used in the United States, is open to conjecture. 
Until the subject approach can be standardized, agencies receiving 
machine-readable records f rom other agencies using different subject 
systems will be forced to perform costly subject analysis before the 
record can be used. 
LUCIA J. R A T H E R  
TRANSLITERATION 
There are currently many transliteration and romanization systems 
in use. Some are letter-for-letter reversible; others rely on equiva- 
lences in pronunciation. The systems developed by the Library of 
Congress and the American Library Association (ALA) are widely 
used by libraries in the United States. Other systems include those 
developed by ANSI and by ISO. Completely reversible systems are 
frequently unattractive to scholars, but do offer the best opportunity 
in automated systems to allow conversion between the vernacular and 
transliterated forms. If complete reversibility were used, it might be 
possible to receive a record with Cyrillic characters and display it in 
Roman alphabet characters. Until there is widespread agreement on 
transliteration, however, communication of bibliographic records for 
non-Roman materials will be difficult. 
CHARACTER SETS 
Bibliographic records require the use of many different special 
characters and diacritical marks in addition to the normal alphabetic 
letters and punctuation marks. Each character must be determined 
and a method defined to input the character, store it, and display it. 
The early computer systems handled only uppercase letters and 
punctuation. Lowercase letters became available in the early 1950s 
and a standardized character set called ASCII was developed by 
ANSI in 1968.g The MARC Pilot Project used a character set with 
upper- and lowercase letters and a limited number of the more 
common diacritical marks. In 1968, a 175-character set was developed 
by the Library of Congress and the American Library Association 
handling 37 Roman alphabet languages and 34 additional languages 
in romanized form.l0 The LClALA set is an expanded form of ASCII 
and is used in the MARC Distribution Service. A number of hardware 
devices are now available with the capability of handling the 175 
characters, including a computer print train, several cathode ray tube 
terminals, and a photocomposition system. The LC/ALA set was 
enlarged slightly by the Ohio College Library Center (OCLC) and is 
utilized in that system also. 
As MARC systems were developed in other countries, the LC/ALA 
set was utilized, but it eventually became clear that modifications were 
needed if it were to satisfy foreign users. In 1972, I S 0  established a 
working group (IS0 TC 46/SC 4/WG 1) to develop an international 
extended Roman character set and to investigate non-Roman char- 
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acter sets as well. Working Group 1 has now prepared draft proposals 
for an extended Latin set, a Greek set, and an extended Cyrillic set.” 
These proposals are currently under review by the various national 
standards organizations. Still under development are sets to handle 
mathematical characters and special characters used in the African 
languages. 
In the United States, a system to handle Hebrew has been devel- 
oped at the New York Public Library and work is in progress on a 
Hebrew set at OCLC. The Library of Congress is currently inves- 
tigating the problem of carrying non-Roman alphabets in its auto- 
mated system. 
FORMATS 
A format is the container which carries both data and data iden- 
tifiers in a machine system. Data must be identified explicitly if it is to 
be processed and manipulated. One of the earliest efforts in this area 
was the report prepared by Lawrence Buckland in 1964 for the 
Council on Library Resources.12 This was followed in 1965 by a 
planning memorandum issued by LC13 detailing the feasibility of 
storing cataloging information in machine-readable form, which 
served as the basis for the first MARC formatI4 used in the MARC 
Pilot Project. One of the purposes of the Pilot Project was to examine 
the format in use to determine needed modification. 
The MARC I1 format15 was developed as a result of an extensive 
examination of the MARC Pilot Project. Librarians from all over the 
Unitedstates met with staff members of the Library of Congress 
during a period of two years, and the format at various stages was 
reviewed by ALA committees. In 1968, it was adopted as a “standard” 
by ALA and serves today as the primary basis for the communication 
of cataloging information in machine-readable form. 
The MARC format may be considered to be made up of two parts: 
the structure and the content designators. The structure is the 
framework of the format. It  specifies certain control information 
needed for communication of information and defines the layout of 
the data fields. The structure is generalized and may be used for any 
type of bibliographic data. The  structure of the format has now been 
adopted as a national standard by the American National Standards 
Institute as ANSI 239.2 1971; it has also been adopted as an interna- 
tional standard by the International Organization for Standardization 
as IS0  2709.16 Since the adoption of I S 0  2709, several proposals have 
been made to modify it, but in such a way that the original structure 
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would still be valid for international use. N o  changes have yet re- 
ceived widespread support, but the format was scheduled for review 
in May 1976 at a meeting in Brussels of IS0  TC 46/SC 4/WG 4. 
The content designators are the tags, indicators, and subfield codes 
used to identify the data in the record. For different types of biblio- 
graphic materials (e.g., books, serials, maps, etc.), the data ele- 
ments-and hence the content designators-may be different. The 
original MARC I1 format was designed to handle book material, 
MARC formats have been designed since then to cover serials, films, 
maps, manuscripts, and music.” The principle was established that if 
data elements were the same across forms of material, the same 
content designators would be used. A composite version of all the 
MARC formats is now in preparation.In The Library of Congress has 
also developed an authority formatIq using the MARC structure and a 
simplified formatz0 to handle in-process materials. 
The first uses of the MARC format were in the distribution of 
catalog records by the Library of Congress. The MARC Distribution 
Services have primarily been confined to current cataloging. The 
books service began in 1969 with English-language material. In 1973 
it was expanded to French; in 1975 to German, Spanish and Por- 
tuguese; and in 1976 to Italian, Dutch and Scandinavian. In 1977, it 
will include all Roman alphabet cataloging. Materials in non-Roman 
alphabets will be added in the next three years so that by 1979, all LC 
current cataloging should be in machine-readable form. Techniques 
for handling non-Roman alphabets are still under consideration. The 
books data base now includes more than 630,000 records. The films 
distribution service, which began in 1972, now includes more than 
30,000 records. The serials and maps services began in 1973 and 
include 25,000 and 2 1,000 titles, respectively. Records in these last 
three services cover all languages with non-Roman data carried in 
romanized form. 
The format has subsequently been used in more or less standard 
form by other libraries and bibliographic agencies in the United 
States. This has naturally promoted the idea that these MARC rec- 
ords created outside LC should become part of a centralized data 
base to the greater good of the library community. The problems 
appeared to be twofold. In some cases, the cataloging was thought to 
be less than reliable; in other cases, the full array of content designa- 
tors was not used. In 1975, the Library of Congress, with the support 
of the Council on Library Resources, began a new project called 
Cooperative MARC (COMARC) designed to test the feasibility of 
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building such a centralized cooperative data base. Libraries using the 
full MARC format were invited to contribute records based on LC 
cataloging (taken from an LC printed card) to the Library of Con- 
gress. LC agreed to take these records, eliminate duplicates, compare 
them against the official catalog card in the library’s official catalog, 
and update any of the access points (headings, subjects, call number, 
title) where these had been changed. LC would then reissue them as 
part of its MARC Distribution Service with the proviso that libraries 
contributing to COMARC would get all the records free of charge. 
When the first libraries applied to LC, it became apparent imme- 
diately that very few libraries were using the MARC format in its 
entirety. A compromise position was finally taken under which some 
of the coded fixed-field information was not required, with this 
information signaled by a “fill character.” In  addition, some variable 
fields (such as National Bibliography Number) were made optional, 
but the principle was established that when a field was included, it 
should be defined by the full set of content designators. A second 
problem arose from the fact that some libraries were modifying the 
record by changing the edition statement or the imprint but retaining 
the LC card number. These records will be deleted from the system. 
Because the economics of the project were based on the premise that 
LC would check out only the access points, this raised the possibility 
that some very nonstandard cataloging might remain in collation, 
notes fields, etc. Whether this will prove to be a serious problem to 
other libraries using these records remains to be determined. 
As of April 1976, three agencies were actively participating in the 
project: the Washington State Library, the University of Chicago, and 
the Information Dynamics Corporation. Three others, Cornell Uni- 
versity, Boston Theological Institute, and Northwestern University 
had been accepted by that date and were expected to begin submit- 
ting tapes shortly. The  first tapes, containing approximately 6,000 
updated COMARC records, became available through the MARC 
Distribution Service in May 1976. The  proof of the success or failure 
of this project will come through the ability of outside libraries to use 
the records. This will not be known until the tapes have been in 
distribution for some time, but if it is successful, LC hopes to continue 
the project on a wider scale, perhaps including non-LC cataloging as 
well. 
The  primary criticism of the MARC formats in the United States 
has been that they are too complex; many proposals have been made 
to simplify them. This is largely due  to the fact that if only one use 
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were made of the bibliographic record, then the content designators 
could be reduced to those necessary for that one kind of product. For 
example, tags and fixed-field information are needed for information 
retrieval; tags and indicators for filing; subfield codes for printing 
abbreviated records; and so on. In 1972 a Council on Library Re- 
sources-sponsored committee, CEMBI (Conference to Explore Ma- 
chine-readable Bibliographic Interchange), surveyed current users of 
the format to determine which coded information and which content 
designators might be dropped. The results showed that there was no 
single tag, indicator, or subfield code not required by some user. It 
appears that while a simplified format can be established for one use 
or user, a format capable of being used cooperatively for many kinds 
of uses must carry within it the information necessary for the manip- 
ulation. 
At the same time, it is undeniable that to carry out the editing 
necessary to put a record into the full MARC format is an expensive 
undertaking beyond the capabilities of some small libraries. This 
poses a potential difficulty in the concept of developing an automated 
national union catalog. Obviously, if the catalog is to be in machine- 
readable form, contribution of holdings in machine-readable form 
will be economically desirable. The National Library of Canada 
(NLC) has addressed this problem through its Mini-MARC format." 
The principle behind Mini-MARC is that the creating library is 
allowed (within limits) to substitute a fill character for a content 
designator. When a record is submitted to NLC, the headings will be 
compared against their authority file and if a match is found, the fully 
content-designated field will be substituted. Other fields may be 
upgraded at NLC. The Library of Congress is also working on an 
NUC reporting format that will be less complex.22 This format would 
reduce the content designators to a basic set so that subsequent 
processing through a format recognition program would produce a 
reasonably complete record. This concept is still under review at the 
Library of Congress. 
While the main criticism of the MARC formats within the United 
States is that of too much complexity, the criticism in Europe is that 
the US. MARC format is too simple to cover the needs of biblio- 
graphic processing adequately. Development of MARC formats out- 
side the United States began with U.K. MARC developed by the 
British National Bibliography (BNB). A representative from the BNB 
spent several weeks in the United States in 1967 working with staff of 
the Library of Congress while the MARC I1 format was being devel- 
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oped. The resulting U.K. MARC format was very similar to U.S. 
MARC, differing largely in the assignment of more complex subfield 
codes in the heading and title fields.23 Since that time, MARC formats 
have been developed in most of the Western European countries, 
Canada, Latin America, Australia, and Japan. The Canadian, Latin 
American and Spanish formatsz4 are very similar to the U.S. format; 
the Australian and Danish formatsz5 are based more on the U.K. 
format; the INTERMARC format,26 which was developed by repre- 
sentatives from France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and 
Great Britain, is somewhat more complex than the U.K. format; the 
German formatz7 bears little similarity to the other formats. Some idea 
of the differences in complexity may be seen in the fact that in the 
U.S. MARC format, the title field is broken into three subfields, while 
in the INTERMARC format it is subdivided into twelve. 
Exchange of data in machine-readable form on the international 
scale is obviously very difficult, given the multiplicity of formats. A 
given user, such as the Library of Congress, would require a separate 
program to process the bibliographic information coming from each 
national agency. To deal with this situation, the IFLA Working Group 
on Content Designators was formed in 1973 under the joint auspices 
of the Committee on Cataloging and the Committee on Mechaniza- 
tion. The purpose of the committee was to establish an international 
format to be used in the international exchange of data between 
national agencies. It was assumed that each country would probably 
continue to use its own national format but would translate records 
into or from the international format for exchange purposes. The 
new format, called UNIMARC (Universal MARC), was developed 
during a series of meetings culminating in an open meeting held in 
Paris in October 1975 to review the first preliminary draft. A second 
preliminary draft was at a meeting in Brussels in April 1976, and a 
published provisional version will then be made available. 
The basis of the UNIMARC format is the International Standard 
Bibliographic Description (ISBD). Full content designation is pro- 
vided for all data elements called for in ISBD. The general principle 
has been established that the format itself will not require the pres- 
ence of any fields (except control number and title) but that if a field is 
present, it must be fully content-designated, Coded information, in 
general, will be optional. 
The MARC formats were designed primarily to serve the needs of 
the library community. At the same time, work has also been carried 
on to develop formats to handle bibliographic records in the scientific 
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and technical community. Because this community has different 
needs, it has long used different cataloging rules from those used by 
libraries, and this has been inevitably reflected in its formats. An 
example of such a format is that given as Appendix A.3 to the ANSI 
239.2 1971 format.28 The  most prominent format developed today by 
the scientific and technical community is the Uh’ISIST Reference 
ManuaLZY A working group sponsored by the Council on Library 
Resources is currently developing a format for journal articles and 
technical reports. Early evidence indicates that this group is basing its 
work largely on the Reference Manual, with some attempt being made 
to make it at least partially compatible with the MARC formats. Lack 
of agreement between the library formats and the scientific and 
technical formats promises to make communication between these 
two communities difficult. 
CODES 
Most formats carry information both in natural-language form and 
in coded form. The  natural-language form is used in the printing of 
bibliographic entries and includes such fields as title, edition, imprint, 
and headings. The  coded information is used partly to save characters 
but primarily for retrieval purposes. The  MARC formats contain a 
considerable amount of coded data to show such information as 
language of text, country of publication, and whether a book is a 
juvenile book, biography, festschrift, government publication, etc. 
Many of the code sets used are very short. For example, in the 
biography field, a = autobiography, 6 = biography, c = collective 
biography, d = contains biographical information, and “blank” = not 
biographical. Other code sets are more complex and have themselves 
become standardized. 
T h e  U.S. MARC formats use a three-character alphabetic language 
code developed by a committee made up  of staff from the three 
national librariesSo and maintained at the Library of Congress. Due to 
the lack of a well-established international code, the LC code is widely 
used by other countries in their MARC formats. I t  is likely, however, 
that I S 0  will begin work on a new version of such a code in the near 
future. 
The  same national library committee also established a country 
code to cover country of publication, and (in the case of the United 
States, Canada, and the United Kingdom) state or province of publi- 
c a t i ~ n . ~ ‘  This code was based in part on the state code developed for 
post office use. In  1974, I S 0  issued a new country codes2 which was 
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adopted in 1976 as a U.S. standard by ANSI.33 This code is compatible 
with the LC code in that one code can be translated into the other, but 
the code values differ. It is probable that the U.S. MARC formats will 
continue in the near future to use the LC country code, but the IS0  
code will be used in the UNIMARC format. 
The Library of Congress has also developed a seven-character 
alphabetic code called the Geographic Area Code (GAC):'' which is 
used to describe the subject content of the book. The GAC describes 
not only the country, but also the continent, region, and in some 
cases, the state. The GAC is used in the US., Canadian, and British 
systems. 
Another code developed at the Library of Congress is the Chrono- 
logical Coverage Code (CCC)gs which is made up of two-character 
alphanumeric codes. B.C. dates are coded by century and A.D. dates 
by decade. Date ranges are shown by the juxtaposition of two two- 
character codes. This code is currently used by the National Library 
of Canada but has not yet been implemented at LC. 
ITEM IDENTIFICATION 
In the development of manual systems for information inter- 
change, the necessity of a unique item identification number was 
recognized early. The LC card number was one of the first of these 
and is still one of the most widely used numbers today. Similar 
numbers are found in the various national bibliographies. In the 
1960s, the British National Bibliography pioneered in the develop- 
ment of an International Standard Book Number (ISBN) to be 
assigned by publishers when a book was issued. The ISBN is a 
ten-character number in which the first part of the number describes 
the language area, the second part is a number assigned to the 
publisher or distributor, and the third part is an item number. It was 
hoped that the ISBN would solve the problem of an international 
numbering system for bibliographic use and, in fact, many of the 
major European countries and the United States now have ISBN 
systems and these numbers are carried in bibliographic records. 
Unfortunately, the ISBN as applied by publishers represents a stock 
item and there is often no one-to-one correspondence between these 
stock items and the bibliographic record. For example, there are eight 
ISBNs assigned to the 1970 edition of Webster's Seventh New Collegiate 
Dictionary: one ISBN is assigned to the blue pigskin binding, one to 
the black leather binding, etc. Moreover, publishers and distributors 
sometimes each assign different numbers to the same item. 
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The International Standard Serial Number (ISSN) was developed 
by I S 0  to serve a similar function for serials. Unlike the ISBN, each 
ISSN number is assigned by a national agency and relates to only one 
bibliographic record. This number shows more promise of being 
useful in the exchange of bibliographic information, but the system 
has been beset with problems of designating when one serial stops and 
a new one begins and of persuading publishers to participate. 
METHODS OF BIBLIOGRAPHIC EXCHANGE 
The original method of distribution of bibliographic information 
was via the mails on magnetic tape. This method requires conformity 
in format, character set, codes, and tape labels. Tape labels are data 
describing the records on the tape, giving information on the issuing 
agency, date of issuance, etc.; they are carried in machine-readable 
form at the beginning of the tape. The tape labels used in the MARC 
tapes conform to the ANSI standard for labels.g6 
Communication of bibliographic data via telephone or satellite has 
now become a reality. Several networks have been established for the 
central creation of a data base with on-line searching and updating 
capabilities possible from remote terminals. The largest of these 
systems is OCLC, which contains a data base of more than 2 million 
records and is used by more than 650 libraries. The core of the OCLC 
data base comes from the MARC Distribution Service, but member 
libraries are allowed to input records when the desired record is not 
already on the data base. The OCLC system provides catalog cards to 
member libraries and, if requested, tape files containing the member 
library’s records. Problems in the OCLC system include the absence 
of an authority file, the lack of control of duplication of records, and 
in some cases, a less-than-full level of cataloging. OCLC has demon- 
strated a remarkable success in providing custom-produced cards for 
member libraries. I t  is also widely used for searching and interlibrary 
loan activities. 
Other networks include the BALLOTS system developed at Stan- 
ford University (which now provides on-line services to other institu- 
tions) and the Washington State Library Network. The latter system 
includes an on-line authority file against which headings in new 
records are automatically verified. 
All of these systems are designed to send information from the 
central computer to the user’s display terminal. If desired, the display 
can be printed out on a printer. The Library of Congress and the 
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Research Library Group (RLG), consisting of the Yale, Harvard, 
Columbia, and New York Public (NYPL) libraries, have agreed to 
provide computer-to-computer service between the LC and NY PL 
computer systems. RLG members (initially NYPL and Columbia) will 
be able to search the LC MARC data base on-line via the NYPL 
computer, and selected records will then be sent over the wires to the 
NYPL computer to be used in the RLG system. This arrangement 
may serve as a pilot effort for future development of a national 
network in which user libraries search regional data bases and finally 
a national data base to obtain machine-readable records. 
Many problems remain to be solved before such networks can 
become a reality. These include standardization of protocols for 
computer-to-computer communication, compatibility of indexes, and 
problems of updating the files. T h e  question of protocol is essentially 
a technical problem and is now being addressed by the ALAlISAD 
Telecommunications Committee. T h e  problem of compatibility of 
indexes derives from the different index keys used in various systems. 
For example, OCLC uses an author-title key made up  of three letters 
from the author’s name and three letters from the title. BALLOTS 
uses key words in the author and title fields. In  the ideal network, a 
user should be able to search the OCLC system and if no hit is found, 
the system should be able to transfer the search to another regional 
network. However, in this case, the OCLC six-character author-title 
key could not be automatically coverted to a BALLOTS keyword 
search key. T h e  system of the future will probably require a common 
set of data elements which will be translated into the query terms used 
by a given system. Work in this area is currently being conducted at 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
T h e  problem of updating records may be even more difficult. If LC 
modifies a record and that record is held in four regional networks, 
will the LC update be sent to modify these records? If a user of the 
BALLOTS system modifies a record, will that modification be sent to 
all other networks holding that record? What will happen if the 
modifications made by a BALLOTS user and those made by an 
OCLC user conflict? These problems will have to be solved before a 
truly interactive network can be established. 
EXCLUSIVE USE OF BIBLIOGRAPHIC RECORDS 
MARC records distributed by the Library of Congress are  in the 
public domain and are  made available at cost plus 10 percent to users. 
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(The 10 percent is required by law.) T h e  expense of developing 
automated systems and the relative ease with which automated data 
can be used to produce a multiplicity of products, however, have 
raised the question of exclusive right of use. T h e  British Library has 
negotiated an agreement with the National Library of Canada under 
which each library will agree to limit the distribution of the other 
country’s records to nonprofit educational and cultural agencies in 
their respective countries. T h e  Library of Congress, on the other 
hand, has taken the position that it cannot and should not try to 
control distribution in the United States, and has therefore negotiated 
agreements with Canada, France and Australia under which records 
for each country’s imprints will be distributed on a nonexclusive basis. 
This philosophy is also reflected in the recent agreement between the 
Council on Library Resources and OCLC under which serials in the 
CONSER (Conversion of Serials) project input, updated, or claimed 
by the participating CONSER libraries will be made available to CLR 
for distribution through the LC MARC Distribution Service. 
In summary, it is clear that great strides have been taken in the 
development of standards necessary for the exchange of bibliogra- 
phic data. Much work has been done, but new agreements requiring 
compromises by all involved will be necessary before the full potential 
for automated library networks can be realized. 
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The Role of the National Bibliographic Centre 
D O R O T H Y  A N D E R S O N  
T H E  NATIONAL LIBRARY A N D  I T S  BIBLIOGRAPHIC 
FUNCTIONS:  A N  ORGANIZATIONAL PROBLEM 
AT THE APEX of the library structure in many coun- 
tries of the world stands a national library, distinguished by the 
dignity of its building, the richness of its collections, the wealth of its 
resources, and the quality of its scholarship. There are national 
libraries with historical foundations dating back centuries, even to the 
fifteenth (France) and the sixteenth (Austria) centuries, and whose 
origins reflect the early enthusiasm for learning of a prince, emperor, 
or president. Other national libraries, including those in Mexico, 
Venezuela and Belgium, were established in that enlightened period 
of national liberation, the nineteenth century. In  the past thirty years 
new national libraries have been created, like those of the nineteenth 
century, as “an expression of emergent nationalism . . . in the wake 
of a series of ‘national’ type institutions like a national archives, a 
national theatre, or a national museum.”’ 
Indeed, the national library has been regarded as an institution 
familiar but possibly aloof; as a symbol of old-style scholarship and of 
a more leisurely way of life; and as the pinnacle of, yet somewhat 
unrelated to, the national library scene below. This was the old-fash- 
ioned portrait which is now outdated. In the past twenty years, the 
image has changed as dramatically as have the role and activities of 
the national library. Yet, it is still surprising that the role and func- 
tions of the national library have only recently come under scrutiny 
and analysis; only in the past ten years have the national libraries in a 
number of countries emerged from traditional dignity and obscure 
scholarship to become leaders in national library development. If this 
is an accurate reflection of changes in librarians’ attitudes and in 
Dorothy Anderson is Director, IFLA International Office for UBC. 
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library technology, it is also revealing to note the chronology of 
analysis and its documentation. Investigation of national libraries 
originated with Library Trends in 1955, but the emphasis then was on 
resources rather than on activities: ‘‘ . . . maintained primarily at 
public cost with funds allotted from, and disbursed by, national 
treasuries.”2 
The Symposium on National Libraries in Europe, held in Vienna in 
1958, inaugurated the study of the role of the national library and 
expounded on its functions and its duties. In his working paper for 
the symposium, Frank Francis of the British Museum expressed its 
basic purpose and in so doing defined “the national library in any 
country as the library which has the duty of collecting and preserving 
for posterity the written production of that country.”’ All other duties 
stem from that basis. 
Nearly twenty years later that duty remains fundamental. Indeed, 
recent emphasis has been to strengthen that basis, for the national 
library is now seen as the key to the management of “national 
bibliographic control”-a rephrasing of Francis’s definition. The na- 
tional library is expected to watch over, collect, preserve, record, and 
advertise book and nonbook materials which make up the national 
imprint. 
From the examinations of the national library in the issue of L i b r q  
Trends and at the symposium in Vienna emerged an analysis both of 
the functions already being performed by some national libraries and 
of the other activities which clearly should come within their scope. 
The following conclusions of the symposium are relevant in consid- 
eration of the present concept of national bibliographic control: 
It  is the responsibility of the national library to acquire and con- 
serve the whole of the national production of printed material . . . 
and it should be responsible for co-ordinating efforts to obtain the 
foreign literature the country requires. The national library should 
promote the adoption in its own country of common rules for the 
compilation of catalogues. The national library is responsible for 
the bibliographical services of its own country . . . to undertake the 
production of current national bibli~graphies.~ 
More probing and analysis from dedicated national and university 
librarians followed. Significant was the paper by Kenneth W. 
Humphries prepared for the 1964 International Federation of Li- 
brary Associations (IFLA) General Council, in which he identified 
fifteen functions which the national library should p e ~ f o r r n . ~  Three 
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years later in a report on university libraries in the United Kingdom, a 
chapter devoted to the national library began: 
It has been extremely difficult for us to relate the position of the 
university library to the national library scene for a variety of 
reasons of which the fundamental one is that there is no true apex 
to the library system of the country. In comparison with the 
organisation of libraries in other countries which have a national 
library, Britain is especially wanting in this respect. 
The functions were then set out, the first six being the “fundamental 
duties” : 
(a) The outstanding and central collection of a nation’s literature. 
(b) The most important collection of books received under legal 
deposit or under the terms of the Copyright Act. 
(c) The fullest coverage of foreign literature. 
(d) The publication of the national bibliography. 
(e) The national bibliographical information centre. 
( f )  The publication of catalogues of material in the National 
Library and in the country’s libraries.fi 
Another seven functions, it was agreed, could be carried out by the 
national library or, if necessary, could be undertaken by other biblio- 
graphic agencies. These functions have been accepted and repeated 
in countries all over the world as national libraries have been created 
or restructured to meet new demands of information and service. 
These fundamental functions are cited in numerous reports of na- 
tional library commissions or international experts. For example, the 
Resume‘ and Recommendations of the National Seminar on Library 
Development in Pakistan notes them as “the modern standard of a 
national library,” but concludes that by these criteria, the national 
library of Pakistan “seems to be non-existent at the moment.”’ 
Acceptance of these functions bestows on the national library the 
additional role of leader of the national library community: it should 
give guidance and assistance, experiment, undertake research, and be 
actively committed to supporting the national library community by 
interpreting its needs and relating them to the rest of the world. The 
national library is therefore visualised as having a double role: (1) as 
the apex of the national library structure, and (2) as the head of the 
national library system. In one sense, this dual role is exemplified in 
the six fundamental functions. The first three duties are concerned 
with the national library per se, the physical objects or “information 
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carriers” that make up its collections, and users of those collections; 
the other three functions are devoted to the recording and describing 
of information carriers. Together, these aspects make up the whole of 
national bibliographic control. Lawrence G. Livingston, Program 
Officer of the Council on Library Resources, expressd the concept 
geometrically in a paper prepared for the 1974 U.S. Conference on 
National Bibliographic Control: 
National Bibliographic Control can be considered as a continuum 
of parallel lines, one line being drawn by the item of literature itself 
as it progresses from the mind of the author. . . . The other line is 
followed by the surrogate for the item, its bibliographic record. The 
first line is straightforward. . . . It is the line of path followed by 
the surrogate and the surrogate itself which is of vital concern.H 
The national library is concerned with both the “item of literature” in 
its physical form and its “surrogate” or bibliographic record. The 
functions are different for each, and it is an organisational matter to 
realize how best they can be performed with a minimum of duplicated 
effort within one institution. 
As the key to the improvement and development of national 
bibliographic control, the national library can also be considered as 
the national component in the international communications system 
which we define as Universal Bibliographic Control (UBC). Again, 
the national library is concerned internationally with both the item 
and its surrogate, the bibliographic record. The third function of the 
national library, noted earlier, is to maintain the country’s “fullest 
coverage of foreign literature.” In order to do this successfully, access 
to the bibliographic records of publications of other countries is 
required. Advances in library technology in the past ten years offer 
new possibilities: first, in rapid access to those records, and second, in 
simplified integration of the records themselves into national cata- 
logues. The development of library mechanisation has widened the 
library’s horizons: it is now possible to imagine a network of mechan- 
ised national library systems using the same standards of bibliogra- 
phic recording and rapid exchange of records. This is the basis of 
UBC: to avoid duplication of effort internationally by recording 
information in accordance with international standards for easy 
acceptance in other library systems. 
The administrative and organisational problem is how to create a 
unit within a national library that can handle bibliographic records in 
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both a national and international context. The solution offered is the 
national bibliographic centre: 
It is therefore suggested that the national component of the UBC 
system should normally be the national library receiving all types of 
published documentary material by legal deposit and hence main- 
taining the national collection; and that within the national library 
the functions relating to national bibliographic control should be 
performed by an organizational unit, the national bibliographic 
agency, which will make the authoritative bibliographic record for 
each item added to that collection, and will carry out all the 
functions associated with the production of the record: that is, 
produce the national bibliography and maintain authority files of 
national authors’ names.g 
(For “national bibliographic agency,” read “national bibliographic 
centre.” For some purely terminological reason, agency has slipped in 
popularity; perhaps because it has noninstitutional connotations, 
centre has prevailed.) At the Liber Meeting on Co-operative Catalog- 
uing, Strasbourg, 1972, participants were concerned with the de- 
mands of European research libraries in acquiring material from 
other countries. The same solution was presented: 
Each country should have an official Bibliographic Centre which 
would be responsible for compiling and making available a com- 
plete machine readable record of the country’s own output of 
publications, and for obtaining and distributing within its own 
country information from the corresponding records of other 
countries. l o  
If the national library is at the apex of a country’s library system, then 
in terms of its national bibliographic control, the national bibliogra- 
phic centre is its nexus.” It looks inward to provide a service to the 
country’s libraries; it looks outward to interpret for and serve as 
provider from the outside world. 
AN OUTLINE OF SOME EXISTING NATIONAL SOLUTIONS 
The national library has been defined and its importance stated as 
the key to national bibliographic control, and as the national compo- 
nent of the international communications system concept of UBC. 
There is no insistence, however, that there be one model of a national 
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library, or that its bibliographic services be performed only by a 
national bibliographic centre. The objectives of national bibliographic 
control are the same in any country, but differing national literary 
and publishing histories have resulted in different bibliographic tra- 
ditions-and consequently, in the creation of varying types of insti- 
tutions to carry out bibliographic tasks. It is of primary importance 
that the functions be carried out, whatever the institutional pattern of 
a national library system. In presenting a structure of national library 
and subordinate national bibliographic centre, however, we are sug- 
gesting an organisational arrangement which appears to offer max- 
imum efficiency and minimum duplication. 
In  considering the relationship of national to universal bibliogra- 
phic control, it is revealing to note the changes in organisational 
structure that are now taking place in a number of countries with 
firmly established bibliographic traditions and long-established insti- 
tutions. One of the most recent is the creation within the Bibliotheque 
nationale (Paris) of a new organisational unit, the Centre bibliogra- 
phique national, which will take on functions hitherto performed by 
departments of the Bibliotheque nationale, including production of 
the national bibliography.'* In the United Kingdom, following the 
analysis of the Parry report,I3 came the Dainton report recommend- 
ing the establishment of a national library.I4 The creation of the 
British Library from six existing institutions followed; within the 
British Library is the Bibliographic Services Division, which includes 
among its functions those of a national bibliographic centre.I5 
Awareness of a vacuum in the existing pattern has led to examina- 
tion and rethinking in the United States: 
Except for the Library of Congress, the United States does not 
possess an official national bibliographic center to coordinate the 
processing and distribution of standard bibliographic records for 
the use of all libraries and information centers. The current com- 
plex pattern of bibliographic services consists of a multiplicity of 
organizations, in the public and private sectors, providing a variety 
of products and services. National bibliographic control is needed 
to identify items of recorded information in all media, to provide 
intellectual access to each such item of information, and to stan- 
dardize the processing and communication of relevant data.16 
The proposition has been put to the American library community: 
Can the library which was specifically established to serve Congress 
take on officially the role which it has already been performing? The 
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Library of Congress has, both de facto and in its relationships to the 
international library community, been acting as the national library, 
and its Processing Department has been carrying out the functions of 
a national bibliographic centre.” Following the discussions at the 
conference in April 197418 has been the establishment of the Advisory 
Group on National Bibliographic Control with the formation of 
working groups to locate and solve particular bibliographic problems 
(e.g., journal articles, technical reports, and name authority files). 
Each project is conceived as “efforts leading towards the development 
of some of the building blocks from which ultimately will evolve a 
national ~ystem.”’~ The advisory group further stated that: “The 
Library of Congress is the logical agency to become the national 
bibliographic node in the evolving national network for libraries and 
information science.’’2o 
Bibliographic traditions and established institutions can sometimes 
prevail over the simple and straightforward solution, however. In the 
Netherlands, the search to establish a new national bibliography-the 
current bibliography has been produced commercially under the title 
of its publisher Brinkman’s Cumulative Catalogushas indicated its 
establishment within the framework of a national bibliographic 
centre, and the concurrent introduction of deposit laws. Administra- 
tive problems have unfortunately impeded the proposals, but in 1974 
the Ministry of Science and Education provided financial support to 
conduct preliminary studies to determine both the role of a Dutch 
bibliographic centre and to which existing institution it should be 
attached. It has proven to be difficult to convince the publishing and 
library community of the value of a system of legal deposit when it has 
managed for so long without one.21 Meanwhile, discussions are un- 
derway to improve the quality of the entries in Brinkman’s. 
In newer countries a conflict can arise because of demands on the 
national library to extend its functions to include those usually un- 
dertaken by public libraries. The national library may be as new as the 
national library system; the emphasis on it may thus be not as a library 
of “last resort,” but how its creation can assist local libraries: “The 
greater association of the national library with the development of 
public library services, hitherto poorly developed, would be a logical 
development in Southeast Asian countries and should be actively 
pursued.”= Under community pressure, the national library’s com- 
mitment to national and international bibliographic control may be 
whittled away and the production of the national bibliography given 
low priority in staffing and services. A volume recording 1972 im- 
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prints, if it appears in 1976, may be a fine retrospective reference tool, 
but it is of little value as an acquisition and cataloguing tool. The 
solution is simple: “The charge that rlational libraries of this 
nature do not function effectively, either as national or as public 
libraries, could be overcome simply through improved staffing and 
finance, without which both aspects of service would function below 
par even if kept separate.”ZS 
By contrast, the establishment of a professional unit undertaking 
the functions of a national bibliographic centre may precede the 
establishment of a national library; it may even be considered as one 
means of forcing a government’s dilatory hand. For example, librari- 
ans of the four English-speaking countries in the Caribbean reached 
agreement in 1974 to establish national bibliographies and to carry 
out other bibliographic services. In Guyana, the National Library 
(previously the Public Library) was already fulfilling this task; in the 
others, the new functions were accepted by libraries which, although 
designated as national libraries, had not officially been given the 
necessary resources.24 New and enterprising is the proposal made by a 
group of Kenyan librarians to establish a national bibliographic centre 
before and in lieu of the formation of a national library. It would 
perforce have to be an independent unit under the auspices of the 
Kenyan Library Association. From its inception, however, it should 
seek government endorsement, if not government finance, in order 
to fit easily into a national library plan at some later stage.g5 
Just as national libraries differ in history and administrative struc- 
ture, so do the units that undertake bibliographic functions. I n  
Copenhagen, for example, the Kongelige Bibliotek (Royal Library) 
has been receiving Danish books by deposit law since 1697; Den- 
mark’s Royal Library and the Universitetbiblioteket (University Li- 
brary) are organized as one administrative unit under the Office of 
the National Librarian. The Danish national bibliography, however, is 
prepared and published by the Bibliotekscentralen (Danish Library 
Bureau) in cooperation with the Royal Library and a private pub- 
lisher. Other functions of the Bibliotekscentralen focus on public 
libraries and include supplying furniture and equipment. The Bib- 
liotekscentralen has been producing the national bibliography in 
mechanised form since January 1976, but it is not yet certain if the 
other functions of the national bibliographic centre will be carried out 
by the automation department of the Royal Library, or by some new 
unit which will combine with the Bibliotekscentralen.26 
In other countries tradition has divided collections according to 
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type; the functions of the national library consequently may be split 
among different libraries. This situation immediately presents prob- 
lems in the national and international functioning of the bibliogra- 
phic centre. In the German Democratic Republic, for example, the 
Deutsche Bucherei in Leipzig collects German-language materials 
from all sources and in all subjects, and the Deutsche Staatsbibliothek 
in Berlin performs its function of collecting foreign literature in all 
subjects. Various series of the national bibliography are produced by 
the Deutsche Bucherei; thus the link between national and interna- 
tional exchange is not immediately apparent. In the Federal Republic 
of Germany there are three major libraries: the Deutsche Bibliothek 
at Frankfurt-am-Main, the Staatsbibliothek Preussischer Kulturbesitz 
in Berlin, and the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich, The 
Deutsche Bibliothek concentrates on German-language material and 
publishes the national bibliography, thus serving as the national 
bibliographic agency for German-language bibliographic records and 
as a receiving centre for records produced in other 
The acquisition of foreign literature in Europe is extensive, partic- 
ularly for the smaller countries which depend on English-language 
publications from the United States or the United Kingdom for 
literature in some subject fields. In Denmark, for example, a country 
with a long tradition of using literature from other countries, the 
annual book production is about 5,000 titles, and the number of 
overseas monographic publications received yearly in the Royal Li- 
brary is about 40,000. Annual book production in Switzerland is 
about 8,000 titles, and the National Library aims to acquire annually 
from other countries more than 43,000 monographs and nearly 6,000 
periodicals.28 Sweden expects in the near future to make use of the 
tapes recording American, British, French and German publications 
and thus to have available the records of some 75 percent of the 
overseas  acquisition^.^^ If there are a number of libraries within a 
country that are building special collections of foreign literature, it 
would be even more essential that some national bibliographic centre 
act for all the libraries in obtaining records. 
A MODEL SOLUTION: THE NATIONAL BIBLIOGRAPHIC 
CENTRE AND ITS FUNCTIONS 
If the primary purpose of the national library is to build and 
conserve the national collection, the primary objective of the national 
bibliographic centre is to produce the comprehensive bibliographic 
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records of the national imprint. All of its other activities evolve from 
that basis. To perform this primary task, the first requirements of the 
centre are: 
1. To obtain access to the physical items themselves (books, serials, 
etc.). It is legitimate to assume that the entries in the national 
bibliography are created from the items themselves, not from 
information found on book jackets, publishers' lists or advance 
notices. (Hence, the advantage of the national bibliographic 
centre's attachment to the national library is that the items depos- 
ited by law can be shelved for readers after they have been 
described.) 
2. To establish accepted standards for making the comprehensive 
bibliographic record, standards both for the content of the record 
and for the physical forms in which it appears. 
These requirements have two implications: (1) the development and 
acceptance of national cataloguing rules which will prevail through- 
out the country, and (2) if the record is to have exchange value, some 
international basis for national cataloguing codes. At the moment the 
situation is complex and far from perfect, but not unworkable. 
Although no international code exists, most of the national and 
multinational codes in use are based on the Paris Principles3" and 
many have incorporated accepted international practices such as the 
International Standard Bibliographic Description for Monographic 
Publications (ISBD(M)).sl 
Bibliographic records more often appear in the form of entries in 
issues of a printed national bibliography, proof slips or catalogue 
cards, or in machine-readable forms such as computer tapes. Printed 
national bibliographies vary in style, size and layout as much as do 
national imprints and national resources. Nevertheless, if the style 
and content of the entries satisfy international and national require- 
ments, then those printed issues are acceptable whatever their form. 
For catalogue cards there is already an internationally accepted 
standard for size. More important is the possibility in the future of 
making bibliographic records in machine-readable form in accord- 
ance with accepted international standards; the developing network 
of mechanised national library systems is working on some of the 
problems that must be solved for its effective operation. The draft of 
the international communications format (UNIMARC) through 
which exchange can be made is in its final while national 
processing formats are operational in a number of countries. 
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From the primary function of the national bibliographic centre, it is 
apparent that other tasks should be undertaken as natural corollaries. 
First (because it follows so closely from the preparation of the biblio- 
graphic record) is the maintenance of the authority list of national 
authors’ names. In the United States, one working group has been 
specifically assigned the task of working out the format for an 
authority list file.33 In the Netherlands, consideration is being given to 
a numeric coding device which will be allocated to each author; 
maintenance of this device will be one of the functions of the new 
bibliographic centre when it is e~tabl ished.~~ 
The national bibliographic centre is best equipped when making 
the record to ascertain the author’s requirements with regard to name 
usage: this emphasises the basic contention that each country has the 
knowledge to deal best with its authors’ names, whether corporate or 
personal, and that such an operation in a country where name 
patterns are fluid can in itself have a standardising influence. Expe- 
rience has shown the problems at the international level of trying to 
establish and maintain large-scale authority lists (for example, the 
International Nuclear Information Systems’ preparation and use of 
its lists of corporate bodies5”, and it is recognised that each country 
can best decide the definitive form for its own organisations. In some 
countries-Singapore is one example-national libraries have already 
produced authoritative lists of such bodies. At present, however, 
there is much national variation in determining forms of corporate 
body names as presented in bibliographic records; acceptance of the 
simple recommendations made by Verona36 could help to form an 
international basis for future national decisions. 
One unit of the national bibliographic centre can be the centre for 
the registration of serials as the national contributing organ of the 
International Serials Data System (ISDS). The majority of the na- 
tional serial centres already established are within national libraries 
and specifically are within their bibliographic divisions. Responsibili- 
ties of this unit are both national and international in nature: (1) to 
record new serials for the national bibliography, and (2) to report new 
titles to the ISDS centre in Paris. Similarly, the national bibliographic 
centre can house the national International Standard Book Number 
(ISBN) agency. The use of ISBN is not yet worldwide, depending as it 
does on the existence of an organized book trade, but its value to 
library operations is revealed by the fact that eleven national libraries 
house national ISBN agencie~.~’ Inclusion of the ISBN as an essential 
element in bibliographic records is likely to enhance its use, and 
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may also encourage the spread of national agencies in national 
libraries. 
Cataloguing-In-Publication (CIP) schemes are underway in a 
number of countries and in experimental form in others. The basis 
for these schemes is the demand for speed in producing bibliographic 
records. It is natural that CIP operations should take place within the 
national bibliographic centre as part of the cataloguing process. 
The function of maintaining national union catalogues has long 
been carried out conscientiously by national libraries in a number of 
countries. Essentially, this is a national service relating to national 
bibliographic control, not so much in the location of holdings but 
rather in its identification of items which, for a variety of reasons, 
have not been recorded in the national bibliography. As a retrospec- 
tive record of national publications and national holdings, its value is 
immense, but maintenance has been a physical labour that has been 
proving impossible to perform satisfactorily. There are two possibili- 
ties for future improvement. The first possibility is that increased use 
of national records (i.e., the national bibliographic centre’s provision 
of a centralized cataloguing service) may bring about less variation in 
incorporating entries. The second possibility is more encouraging 
from the housekeeping point of view: if union catalogue records can 
be presented in machine-readable form, the burden of maintenance 
will be alleviated. The national authority list can also contribute 
significantly in standardising entries.gR 
Another activity within the province of the national bibliographic 
centre is the maintenance of the office of deposited publications (the 
“Copyright Office”). I f  it is economical to make the description of a 
publication immediately after its deposit and registration, the national 
bibliographic centre could supervise the deposit office and, given the 
necessary instruments, undertake enforcement operations. In many 
countries, revision of legal deposit is being considered; new laws may 
strengthen enforcement provisions, as well as extend the range of 
material to be deposited.3g 
It is apparent from this outline that the national bibliographic 
centre, if it is to undertake its primary functions and to perform its 
corollary roles, has another basic requirement: professional expertise 
and adequate staff and technological resources. The staff of the 
national bibliographic centre plays an important role nationally in 
activities relating to cataloguing and classifying. This role consists of: 
(1) providing leadership in experiment and research in mechanisa- 
tion, (2) promoting cooperation with publishers, and (3) ensuring 
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awareness of what is happening internationally in order to be able to 
interpret locally decisions that are made internationally, and to report 
on trends in other countries. Research, experimentation, and public 
relations are all facets of the work of the centre, and accompanying 
these duties are the responsibility to the national library community 
and a need for sensitivity in relating to its demands. 
PROBLEMS WITHIN THE SOLUTION: THE 
INTERRELATIONSHIP OF INTERNATIONAL AND 
NATIONAL DEMANDS 
By defining the national bibliographic centre as the nexus of the 
national library system (i.e., the channel of communication between 
the national and international library communities), a solution is 
offered which in itself presents many smaller problems. International 
communication may conflict with national demands at any time and in 
any context. The national bibliographic centre must therefore bal- 
ance between the requirements of the national user and his habits and 
the country’s contribution to international exchange. Immediate 
areas of conflict are apparent. 
First, there are problems in considering the content of the biblio- 
graphic record. There can also be conflict here at the national level: Is 
the record prepared for a national bibliography adequate and satis- 
factory to meet the needs of the national collection? Records in a 
national bibliography need not relate to a longstanding collection, nor 
must headings preserve continuity with previous bibliographic his- 
tory. The fact that the entry is comprehensive overcomes some 
difficulties, however, and the centre’s corollary activity of maintaining 
the national authority list should prevent others. This problem was 
examined in detail in 1971, when studies were undertaken relating 
British Museum cataloguing to that of the British National Bibliogra- 
phy (BNB). It was decided that: “all the bibliographical records 
created in the future by the British Library should be based on a 
single comprehensive formula, which would provide a place for each 
category of data required by any of the Library’s functions and a 
uniform set of rules for the form in which the data in each category 
are recorded.”40 
At the international level conflict may arise because international 
standards do not necessarily fit national needs. One obvious example 
is the form in which names of people and places appear in catalogue 
headings. The desirable basis for international communication is the 
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original form of name: for example, “Firenze” for the city known in 
English as “Florence.” Can we demand that our national users acquire 
a whole new vocabulary and adjust their habits to look in catalogue 
entries for “Munchen,” “Suomi,” “Felipe” (King of Spain), and “Jo- 
hannes” (Pope John XXIII)? The new German cataloguing rules, 
Regeln f u r  die Alphabetische Katalogisierung (RAK), do in fact impose 
this discipline on their intending users: in this respect these rules 
follow the Paris Principles more closely than do other cataloguing 
codes.4’ Obviously, the national user may not require all the data in a 
full record, but each element of information in that record is likely to 
be required at some time by some library user, either within or 
outside of the country. 
Another problem area is the cataloguing of serials. In its interna- 
tional role as part of ISDS, the national serial centre identifies the 
serial by allocating key title and the International Standard Serial 
Number (ISSN); for the national bibliography, it describes the serial 
and, in so doing, may record the serial title differently from that 
appearing as the key title. The IFLA Working Group on ISBD for 
Serials (ISBD(S)) confronted this problem in its early deliberations 
and sought its solution through the use of the form “distinctive title.” 
At the ISBD(S) Revision Meeting in October 1975, representatives of 
national serial centres acknowledged that two records might need to 
be made; all, however, accepted responsibility to “be prepared to do 
any extra work involved in providing both description by ‘title proper’ 
and identification by ‘key title.’ ”42 
As noted earlier, CIP operations are likely to be a joint cooperative 
venture of publishers and the national bibliographic centre-the 
results are records speedily produced and information immediately 
available. CIP information taken from proof sheets or supplied data 
sheets is not, however, complete: collation details may be missing, and 
possibly price. At the moment of the CIP operation, the full record 
cannot be prepared. Here, then, is an internal problem for the 
national centre to solve: Should abbreviated records appear in 
printed issues with the possibility of updating (which could be waste- 
ful of space and paper and exasperating to users), or should CIP 
entries be listed separately as a quick additional bibliographic tool? 
The latter solution is used by the Deutsche Bibliographie, where a 
CIP project has been operational since early 1975; the CIP entries are 
included in a new weekly list of the Deutsche Bibliographie, Series N.” 
The former solution is that of the Australian national bibliography; 
entries are repeated when complete. The two oldest CIP programmes 
LIBRARY TRENDS 
T h e  N a  t io na 1 B i b 1 i ograp h i c Cent  re 
operating currently, those of the United States and Brazil, do not 
relate directly to the production of a national bibliography and 
therefore have not been faced with this 
The function of the national bibliography as a book selection tool is 
most usually carried out by arranging the entries in a sequence that 
has subject significance-through subject headings, arrangement by 
classification scheme, etc. At the national (or even group) level, 
standardisation of the subject approach can be difficult; at the inter- 
national level, the problem seems to be even more formidable. There 
are classification schemes used internationally: the Library of Con- 
gress, Universal Decimal, and Dewey Decimal classifications; but it 
may not be possible to distinguish how these are interpreted in 
different countries. On the other hand, the numeric or alphanumeric 
codes are certainly easier to transmit internationally than are subject 
words requiring both interpretation and translation. An international 
solution is not immediately apparent, but may perhaps be found in a 
switching mechanism such as that of the Universal System for 
Information in Science and Technology (UNISIST) Broad System of 
Ordering.45 More pragmatically, and nearer to our own time, is the 
possible extension in the international use of one of the existing 
schemes. In Denmark, for example, a survey of classification schemes 
used by the countries contributing the largest proportion of records 
required by Danish libraries has shown that for Danish purposes, 
Dewey would be the most useful classification scheme with the great- 
est international usage.46 
The role of the national bibliographic centre in accepting respon- 
sibility as the national agent for the international exchange of tapes 
has not yet been determined in some countries, nor have the centre’s 
areas of authority in this sector been fully defined in other countries. 
A strong case for the centre as the channel for national export and 
international import of records can be argued, and it does impose a 
heavy burden of technical responsibility. But the problems lie not 
only with technical matters (which will in any case be solved with 
experience and technological advances); there are also questions on 
the protocol of exchange, and legal and “constitutional” matters that 
must still be settled. If the national bibliographic centre is the sole 
exchange point with exclusive rights granted by authority, the ar- 
rangement of the distribution of records within a country, a means of 
Prevention of tape copying, and safeguarding the copyright of rec- 
ords remain to be determined. Exchange agreements now existing 
appear to be on a bilateral basis, but in the near future multilateral 
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arrangements are likely to be negotiated. In the United States, for 
example, the situation is complicated by the Shared Cataloging Pro- 
gram, so that LC MARC tapes include records from countries not yet 
having MARC service.47 A simple solution which would fit well within 
the framework of UBC might be to stipulate that countries exchange 
only the tapes of their own imprints. At the national level, however, 
decisions still need to be made about how and on what basis those 
exchanged tapes are to be used by libraries within the country. 
If an international communications system based on the exchange 
of bibliographic data is to be developed, then the operational unit- 
the national bibliographic centre-appears best equipped to carry out 
the functions necessary to promote that system. The problem of 
looking both ways, nationally and internationally, will always remain, 
yet in some areas solutions are within reach. Solutions cannot be 
found, supported and effected, however, without continuing research 
and experimentation by the centre. There must be flexibility and 
readiness to introduce new ideas and new processes in order to assist 
national development. The list of areas in which further work is 
required to develop international standards is long, but it is some 
indication of the willingness of the international library community to 
accept compromises that such a list is not longer. 
In an issue of Library Trends published twenty years ago, David 
In one important aspect a national library, at its best, is a libraries' 
library. . . . It undertakes studies and investigations which are 
beyond their capacities singly to attempt and share its findings with 
the rest. It contributes to their wise planning. It is their champion 
and advocate. , . . It is neither master or servant but is inseparably 
part of themselves.'* 
Mearns spoke profoundly of the duties of the national library: 
The words may now appear old-fashioned and overly dramatic, yet 
the sentiment remains true and the experience of technology in the 
library over these past two decades has heightened their value. 
Thus is the national library and its bibliographic centre in its 
national aspects-and internationally? It is encouraging to note in the 
development of the UBC system that librarians of national libraries 
will now admit to the interconnection between bibliographic functions 
and national and international relationships. The new Centre biblio- 
graphique national of the Bibliotheque nationale has acknowledged 
in its establishment that it will function as a component of the UBC 
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system. I n  Canada, t h e  announcement  of a new development in the  
National Library was preceded by the statement: “ In  the  context of 
the Universal Bibliographic Control Program . . .”4y 
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Developments in the Organization of 
Audiovisual Materials 
SUZANNE MASSONNEAU 
THE YOUNG AND WISE and the old and experienced 
practitioners in the field of bibliographic control have discovered that 
the development of cataloging rules has something in common with 
the building of a Gothic cathedral. Nothing happens very fast, and 
that is probably good. Hasty decisions on cataloging policy are easy to 
make-but difficult to reverse when expectations go wrong. In the 
specialized area of bibliographic control of the media variously 
termed nonbook, nonprint or audiovisual, rules meriting broad sup- 
port have not developed as rapidly as the new forms of material have 
emerged. Until now the best attitude toward implementing rules has 
been the most flexible; the best decisions have been the least rigid 
ones. 
In the 1972 publication, Bibliographic Control of Nonprint Media,‘ the 
bibliography lists more than seventy items under the heading “Man- 
uals.” Although many of the items are not manuals, the list could have 
been even longer, because it is not exhaustive and is limited to 
English-language works. This abundance of guides, which by no 
means agree on cataloging practices, illustrates the condition which 
has prevailed since audiovisual materials began to occupy an impor- 
tant place in our libraries: a desire to do something constructive about 
organization, but not much agreement on how to go about it. 
The events which have transpired in the development of nonbook 
bibliographic control were foreseen by Evelyn Hensel in a 1953 
Library Trends article, “Treatment of Nonbook Materials”: “When a 
catalog is needed, rules for it inevitably are developed. The formula- 
tion of rules by individual libraries is the first step, and gradually 
uniform or commonly accepted operations are incorporated into 
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codes.”* Hensel’s article shows the thinking of the time when opera- 
tions were expected to metamorphose into codes without considera- 
tions of objectives; there was no particular concern for consistency in 
treatment, either from one form to another, from one library to 
another, or from one country to another. Furthermore, the number 
of forms considered is small by comparison with today’s situation. 
Brief mention is made of films, phonorecords, maps and picture 
collections, but discussion of manuscripts occupies nearly one-half of 
the article. (The latter are no longer considered to be a category of 
nonbook materials.) 
In contrast to the situation of twenty-four years ago, the emphasis 
today is on development of descriptive cataloging codes of the widest 
possible application. The early codes and manuals were prepared for 
local application, but they are now prepared with a view to universal 
adoption. The forms of nonbook materials have multiplied during 
this period and, as the report of the National Commission on Li- 
braries and Information Science (NCLIS) observed, audio and visual 
materials have become an important part of our national knowledge 
resources; however, “like many natural resources, knowledge re- 
sources, uncoordinated in growth and usage, are in danger of being 
wasted and inefficiently ~t i l ized.”~ This growing diversity of forms 
and the potential informational value contribute to the urgent need 
for control through rational and consistent cataloging codes, and 
through coordination of input to various data bases. 
While some librarians have yet to comprehend the impact of 
nonbook materials on the knowledge resource system, others have 
embraced them enthusiastically, but have restrictive ideas about their 
management. The conclusions reached by Wesley Doak in a recent 
article have interesting implications: 
(1) if you do not have an audiovisual or separate instructional 
resources department, do not start one; (2) if you have such a 
department now, get rid of it as soon as possible; (3) make everyone 
in your organization equally responsible for all information re- 
sources; (4) make familiarity and utilization of skill with media part 
of the rating and reviewing system for personal advancement; and 
( 5 )  incorporate all library resources into one access ~eh ic l e .~  
The last stipulation has the most pointed meaning for bibliographic 
control, but failure to understand the other four conditions has, in 
some instances, contributed to relegation of the newer media to an 
underutilized second-class status. 
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Another element in the present picture is the possibility of ex- 
pediting and improving bibliographic control through on-line com- 
puter systems which require adherence to standards for input and 
acceptance of standardized output. Coding and numbering systems to 
facilitate control are also under consideration, and the adequacy of 
subject analysis is being studied by an American Library Association 
(ALA) committee. Broad interest in media matters is demonstrated by 
the fact that there are currently more than twenty ALA committees at 
work on a wide range of media topics, as well as national organiza- 
tions in several countries and international groups which are con- 
cerned with a broad spectrum of media activities. Involvment with 
media is apparent in all types of libraries, although to varying de- 
grees. 
The history of code development for descriptive cataloging of 
nonbook materials may be seen in several areas of activity. During the 
past decade the audiovisual people and the catalogers have begun to 
cooperate, resulting in mutually accepted objectives and the emer- 
gence of workable rules. I t  is hard to say exactly when librarians 
began to cope with objects other than books, but one early and 
entertaining example was offered in 1922 by Dorcas Fellows.s Her 
chapter on “Art Objects, Natural History Specimens and Miscella- 
neous Objects” recognizes some of the same problems we have today 
in organizing and providing retrieval keys for these materials. While 
she observed that “in a library the use of books is the chief considera- 
tion and it is naturally from this side that information is first sought,” 
she also noted that: “if with the entries for books there could be 
included entries for illustrative objects also it would undoubtedly add 
greatly to the use of the latter”; and that “this method of procedure 
would add decidedly to the usefulness of available resources, both 
books and illustrative objects.”6 
With the exception of various independently developed manuals 
and guides which had no official sanction, the first detailed analyses of 
nonbook cataloging were published by the Library of Congress (LC) 
between 1952 and 1965. These rules were issued as supplements to 
the Rules for Descriptive Catalogtng in the Library of Congress,’ and 
covered entry and description for motion pictures, filmstrips, phono- 
records, and two-dimensional representations.R They were designed 
for use at LC, but achieved fairly widespread use through the catalog 
cards sold by LC. Although the rules may have influenced the content 
of some locally prepared manuals and were followed in some large 
libraries, they were generally ignored in school and public libraries, 
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which had the largest collections of audiovisual media. The Code for  
Cataloging Music and Phonorecords, prepared by a Joint Committee of 
the Music Library Association and the ALA Division of Cataloging 
and Classification and published in 19589 constitutes more of an 
extension and elaboration of the descriptive cataloging rules then in 
effect than a radical departure from general cataloging practice. 
The LC rules were produced at the same time that dissatisfaction 
was growing with the ALA Cataloging Rules for Author and Title 
EntrieP then in force, and interest in international compatibility of 
bibliographic records was beginning. These ideas culminated in the 
International Conference on Cataloguing Principles held in Paris in 
1961. The goal of the conference was “ ‘to reach agreement on basic 
principles governing the choice and form of entry in the alphabetical 
catalogue of authors and titles.”’ One of its main actions was to 
request official national delegates and national committees “to take 
the necessary action to ensure that cataloguing rules in their countries 
are established or revised as soon as possible in conformity with the 
principles laid down by the Conference, and put into practice.”” 
Nonbook materials were included in a footnote to the Statement of 
Principles (Paris Principles): “In this Statement, the word ‘book’ 
should be taken to include other library materials having similar 
characteristics.”i2 It is difficult to believe that this statement reflects 
full cognizance of the many peculiarities of nonbook materials, or that 
many diverse forms such as games, dioramas or microscope slides 
have characteristics similar to those of books. I t  was also rather easy to 
forget this expanded definition of the word “book” in reading the full 
statement. 
The Anglo-American Cataloging Rules (AACR),I3 published in 1967 
pursuant to the conference agreement, includes a section (Part 111) 
devoted to nonbook materials. Important recognition of the rela- 
tionship between books and nonbook materials is shown in the 
introductory statement to Part 111: “The rules for entry, heading, and 
description for books and booklike materials (Parts I and 11) apply 
also in the cataloging of non-book materials (Part 111) to the extent 
that they are pertinent and unless they are specifically contravened or 
modified by the rules in the following chapters.”14 This seems to 
portend great strides forward, but the rules were basically only an 
updating of the earlier supplements to the LC descriptive cataloging 
rules mentioned above. The greatest innovation was the point of view 
taken in the introductory statement. 
P. K. In his Introduction to the Anglo-American Cataloguing 
C6681 LIBRARY TRENDS 
Orgnnization of A udiovisual Materinls 
Escreet quoted a footnote to AACR Rule 260A: “Time did not permit 
the Catalog Code Revision Committee to examine the merits of this 
rule, which has been retained in substance from the earlier one 
approved by the Library of Congress and the American Library 
Association.”Lfi He went on to comment that “a similar rider could be 
attached to nearly all the rules for entry in Part 111, so far as the 
Cataloguing Rules Sub-committee is concerned,” and then called 
attention to the departures from the Paris Principles in Part 111.” 
Most nonbook catalogers would agree with Escreet’s position. 
Another criticism of AACR came in 1968 in Standards for Catalog- 
ing, Coding and Scheduling Educational Media,lU published by the De- 
partment of Audiovisual Instruction (DAVI) of the National Educa- 
tion Association. Here criticism is not direct but may be implied by the 
omission of any mention of AACR except in the bibliography and by 
the disregard for accepted cataloging rules as they had been set forth 
in the Paris Principles. Even the time-honored tradition of noncapi- 
talization in titles was ignored-unfortunately, too late to be taken 
seriously. This work reached its fourth edition in 1976 under the title 
Standards for Cataloging Nonprint  material^,'^ the publisher having 
become the Association for Educational Communications and Tech- 
nology (AECT) in 1971 when DAVI was reformed. Alma Tillin and 
William Quinly have worked on all four editions and are the sole 
authors of the latest one. 
In the AECT rules, title main entry is strongly advocated for most 
forms; unlike the first edition, however, provision for creator (author) 
main entry is provided. This manual has clear examples illustrating 
the rules and showing possibilities for variant practices, an excellent 
physical description chart showing physical particulars of the various 
forms, and a very detailed glossary. It is among the codes that cover a 
wide variety of nonbook forms. Specific form designators are clearly 
indicated and related to general form designators. Descriptive cata- 
loging is not according to the International Standard Bibliographic 
Description (ISBD), which will be discussed below, but the existence 
of ISBD is recognized. The recent editions of this work show in- 
creasing awareness of other forces in cataloging practice, and a 
diminishing tendency to reinvent the wheel. This code is widely used 
in the United States, and while comprehending cataloging principles, 
it may be more acceptable to media specialists than the codes eman- 
ating from the cataloging community. 
The AECT rules will soon be implemented in a union list of 16mm 
films held by the member institutions of the Consortium of University 
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Film Centers. The list will include information on availability and will 
record the International Standard Book Number (ISBN); it will be 
published by Bowker and updated in Previews.2o 
During the same time that the AECT rules were being developed, a 
group of Canadian librarians began to draft a code for school li- 
braries. After testing their ideas in practical situations and seeking 
advice and counsel from a broad representation of working librari- 
ans, the authors completed a preliminary edition in 1970. This  
manual was published by the Canadian Library Association under the 
title Non-book Materials: The Organization of Integrated Collections,z’ and 
was followed in 1973 by a revised and expanded first edition which 
placed less emphasis on school library applications.22 From the outset 
the authors seem to have viewed as their mission not to develop a local 
code for Toronto librarians, but to draw together the best ideas and 
seek the widest support, which would then result in the strongest code 
enabling the widest application. The authors were mindful of the 
precepts of Parts I and I1 of AACR, but found that Part I11 presented 
difficulties. Jean U’eihs noted: “In the first place it did not cover all 
media; secondly, it dealt with each medium without regard for its 
integration into an omni-media catalog.”f3 
The manual found immediate recognition and was endorsed in 
1970 as in interim guide by ALA’s Cataloging and Classification 
section, Executive Committee and the Canadian Library Association 
(CLA). The ALA endorsement was contingent upon the formation 
of an ALA/CLA joint advisory committee to advise the authors on the 
first edition.24 This Joint Advisory Committee on Cataloging Nonbook 
Materials, which was formed in 197 1, worked closely with the authors 
on the first edition, with committee members providing liaison with 
the organizations they represented. Work on a second edition has not 
yet been initiated. 
The second edition is to be designed as a practical handbook to the 
revised AACR, with careful study to see where examples and expla- 
nations are most appropriate. In the words of the principal author, it 
should “help bridge the gap between the way people are doing things 
now and the new way.”25 Unlike the previous editions, subject analysis 
and applications of subject headings will be included. New forms of 
materials will be covered, and information on recording nonbook 
data for machine handling may also be includedSz6 
The Canadian rules have been very well received by practicing 
librarians, media specialists and library science teachers. The excel- 
lent organization, clearly labeled examples, and responsiveness to 
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user needs have apparently exerted a beneficial influence on some of 
the other recent codes. The emphasis placed on the integrated or 
omnimedia catalog appears to have influenced acceptance of that idea 
in most of the current codes. 
Another major guide developed during this same period is the 
Non-book Materials Cataloguing Rules prepared by the Library Associ- 
ation Media Cataloguing Rules Committee which was published in 
1973.2i This work may also be considered a reaction to Part 111 of 
AACR, “much of that which had perforce been accepted without full 
scrutiny of its applications to the British context.’’2R It was also de- 
signed as a draft revision of Part 111 with the understanding “that the 
present chapters 10 (Manuscripts), 11 (Maps, etc.) and 13 (Music) are 
not embraced by the draft, and should preferably be taken out of the 
present Part I11 and regrouped in closer relationship with Parts I and 
II.’’?‘? Like all the guides developed in the 1970s, this one demon- 
strates thorough understanding of basic cataloging theory, the need 
to develop rules from basic principles, and the importance of pro- 
viding full cataloging for all nonbook materials. Its rather unusual 
arrangement and lack of examples showing full entries do not facili- 
tate use. Full examples tend to reinforce points already established in 
foregoing rules. 
Criticisms of AACR also came from its own authors within ALA 
and LC, and plans for revision of Chapter 12 (Motion Pictures and 
Filmstrips) were announced in 1968.’O For several years little seemed 
to happen, but in 1973 after the publication of the British work, it was 
announced that work on Chapter 12 would be resumed: “The Library 
of Congress will proceed to draw up a draft of the revised chapter 
which, when completed, will be forwarded for approval to the co-au- 
thors of the North American Text.’’$! This draft was to be based on 
the three publications noted above: Standards for Cataloging Nonprint 
Materials, Nonbook Materials: The Organization of Integrated Collections, 
and Non-book Materials Cataloguing Rules. The resulting revision of 
Chapter 12, covering a much broader range of materials than the 
original, was published in 1975 under the new title Audiovisual Media 
and Special Instructional Materia1s.j2 Again, as in the other codes, drafts 
were circulated before publication and criticisms were sought from a 
wide range of experts. 
Primarily because it was published recently, this code is alone 
among those under consideration in its use of the ISBD patterned 
after the International Standard Bibliographic Description for 
Monographs (ISBD(M)), with “Innovative provisions dealing with the 
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special characteristics of nonprint media.”$? The examples clearly 
show the use of ISBD as well as other directions in the rules, and the 
use of ISBD reinforces the multimedia catalog idea by giving consis- 
tent treatment for all materials. Some critics carp at the ISBD, but its 
use in media cataloging introduces a desirable degree of standardi- 
zation. Although some critics consider ISBD punctuation obstructive 
to the catalog user,s4 others maintain that it is nearly invisible and 
accomplishes its goals in a subtle manner. 
During the period that the authors of the four codes were shaping 
their ideas, several other events occurred which should help to unify 
the bibliographic control of nonprint materials. In the Anglo-Ameri- 
can sphere the authors of AACR determined that work should start 
on a second edition; in 1974 a Joint Steering Committee (JSC) chaired 
by Peter Lewis was formed to guide revision and coordinate ideas 
from committees representing the authors.2i At a meeting in January 
1975, the JSC 
accepted the commitment entered into by its predecessors, to base 
revision of relevant chapters of AACR primarily on the following 
four sources: Draft revisions of Chapter 12 and 14 AACR (U.S.), 
,Von-book Materials Cataloguing Rules (U.K.),  .\?onbook Materials: The 
Organization of Integrated Collections (Canada), Standards for Cata- 
loging Nonfrint  Materials 
While this directive went straight to the nonbook problem, the JSC 
position statements (regarding closer conformity with the Paris Prin- 
ciples, awareness of “developments in machine processing of biblio- 
graphic records,” and adherence “to the principle of standardization 
in the bibliographic description of all categories of materials”) also 
had strong implications for nonbook  material^.^^ 
This reconciliation should not prove to be an insurmountable 
task-the four codes are relatively close to the Paris Principles. The 
main areas to be resolved are: (1) scope of coverage-that is, what 
forms to include (maps, music, machine-readable data files and 
microforms appear in some but not all of the codes); (2) agreement on 
terminology, particularly that used in the general medium designator 
and in the collation (specific designator); (3) location of the medium 
designator-either after the title proper or full title, or in the colla- 
tion; (4) treatment of mixed media items; (5 )  data elements to be 
included: and (6) the sequence of data elements. The medium desig- 
nator has long been used by LC for motion pictures, filmstrips and 
phonorecords, and in recent years has become an accepted alternative 
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to color coding to provide an “early warning signal” of the form. 
Non-book Materials Cataloguing Rules does not employ a medium 
designator after the title, and Peter Lewis-chairperson of the com- 
mittee-finds problems with placement following the title.’8 These 
areas in which accord is presently lacking would seem much more 
easily resolved through compromise than the accepted fundamentals 
would be. 
In addition to revision of the AACR, international trends in biblio- 
graphic control have resulted in a program called Universal Biblio- 
graphic Control (UBC). CBC has encouraged Unesco to adopt as its 
“major policy objective the promotion of a world-wide system for 
control and exchange of bibliographic informat i~n .”~~ While consid- 
ering the importance of the printed book, the statement of concepts 
of UBC also draws attention to nonbook materials and recognizes 
some of the less obvious implications: “In developing countries the 
importance of audio-visual materials in all approaches to education 
cannot be overemphasized, especially where there is a society which is 
non-print oriented but becoming increasingly urbanized. There is 
also the value of oral records as part of a country’s  archive^."^" In 
other words, the potency of nonprint materials in semiliterate socie- 
ties is considerable. The fact that possibilities for international agree- 
ment are being considered while AACR is under revision is a fortui- 
tous circumstance-which the JSC plans clearly comprehend. The 
new consensus which is emerging, with awareness of worldwide 
implications, can be embodied in the revision of Part 111. 
Discussion thus far has concentrated on the familiar background of 
our Anglo-American practice. Thanks to the instigation of the Inter- 
national Federation of Library Associations (IFLA) Committee on 
Cataloguing and the sponsorship of Unesco, we now have a thorough 
“survey of existing systems and current proposals for the cataloguing 
and description of non-book materials collected by libraries, with 
preliminary proposals for their international coordination.”“ This 
study was carried out by Christopher Ravilious of the Chiversitp of 
Sussex and was published in 1975;42 its scope is best described in the 
author’s abstract: 
The paper describes the methods and conclusions of a survey of 
bibliographic agencies conducted for IFLA under a Unesco con- 
tract. Codes of rules for the cataloguing of non-book materials 
formed the principal focus of attention, but consideration was 
given also to other developments in the field including the repre- 
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sentation of non-book materials in national bibliographies. The 
report of the survey, submitted in draft to Unesco in October 1974, 
calls for the setting up  of a Working Group for the purpose of 
elaborating on International Standard Bibliographic Description 
for Non-book Materials (ISBD(NBM)).4:5 
While it is impossible to do full justice to this 132-page report in a few 
sentences, several interesting ideas and findings are  of note. The 
internationalization of nonbook bibliographic description is seen as a 
particularly fruitful pursuit because: 
Many kinds of non-print materials transcend the barriers of na- 
tionality by their very nature, in that they do  not rely-as d o  all but 
an insignificant minority of books-n language as their medium of 
communication. If the dissemination of materials is hedged by 
frontier restrictions it is not because they are incomprehensible 
outside their country of origin; it may very well be because of 
incomplete, patchily-available or non-standard documentation.44 
Anyone wishing to learn of the treatment or nontreatment of audio- 
viSual materials from Australia to Yugoslavia should refer to this 
study. Considerable variation is demonstrated in minor matters and 
in more controversial concerns such as the concept of “authorship” 
and the status of performers.45 Summaries given of the activities of a 
number of international bodies and treatment of nonbook materials 
(NBM) in national bibliographies are also valuable. Like most surveys 
of this type it is, according to the author, already out of date;46 
nevertheless, it is illuminating for those whose principal contact has 
been with Anglo- American developments. 
Ravilious believes that an adaptation of the International Standard 
Bibliographic Description for Monographs (ISBD(M)) for nonbook 
materials could provide a basis for a methodology to expedite and 
standardize the procurement and exchange of these materials. He has 
therefore surveyed current practices to discover the data options 
available to any future ISBD(NBM): “Such a survey may serve two 
purposes; one negative (it will show what traps are  to be avoided), the 
other positive (it will enable the compilers of ISBD(NBM) to build on 
the work that has already been done.”47 The  evidence of this report is 
that a considerable amount of work has been done around the world; 
although definite variations in practice exist, the cataloging worId 
seems to be ready for ISBD(NBM). 
T h e  working group proposed by Ravilious has been set up  under 
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his chairmanship and is developing ISBD(NBM), with a final proposal 
to be submitted to the IFLA General Council in August 1976.48 J. 
McRee Elrod, another early champion of the ISBD for nonbook 
materials, is also a member of the working group. He chaired a group 
of Canadian catalogers who developed a preliminary ISBD(AVM) in 
early 1975. Elrod’s observations about placement of the medium 
designator are particularly interesting: 
We find that as we go increasingly in the direction of automation, it 
is important to have the medium designator early. With CRT 
displays and computer printouts, as well as computer and Xerox 
produced cards, it is not possible to use colour coding or other such 
methods to distinguish nonbook materials. Having the media des- 
ignator early, before lengthy subtitles, we have found to be vital in 
an integrated catalogue.4q 
This idea prevails in the ISBD(G) discussed below. 
During the time that the working group was concentrating on the 
fine points of ISBD(NBM), “evidence of diminishing compatibility 
and uniformity between the existing IFLA working groups’ draftings 
of specialized ISBD’s” provided the stimulus for the formulation of 
ISBD(G).ir’ This general ISBD, now in final revision, is intended to 
provide “a single framework for the description of all types of 
publications in all types of media; it is also to be used as the basis for 
all specialised ISBD’s hereafter, in order to ensure an optimum level 
of uniformity and compatibility in IFLA’s programme of ISBD de- 
velopment as a whole.”.5’ One emerging idea in the development of 
ISBD(G) which should be particularly popular among nonprint 
media managers is the designation of “levels of detail in the descrip- 
tion.” This would allow the cataloger to include more or less detail as 
required by the local situation. The development of one generalized 
ISBD for all media is clearly a confirmation of the role of nonbook 
materials as informational and cultural resources. Any bias previously 
accorded books will become increasingly difficult to maintain. 
Because maps and sound recordings fall within the scope of some 
of the codes which are to form the basis of the revised AACR, 
mention of their current status is appropriate. A working group of 
cartographic experts (also under the aegis of IFLA) is currently 
drawing up specifications for ISBD (Maps).5P The results of their work 
will presumably be incorporated in the revised AACR chapter on 
maps, which will continue to stand as a separate chapter. Of course, 
the ISBD is confined to description and does not confront the 
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problem of main entry for maps. If the Library of Congress position 
prevails, the main entry will still be under “author” whenever possi- 
ble. An excellent example of a code based on entry under geograph- 
ical location, which is usually preferred by geographers, is found in 
the American Geographical Society’s Cataloging and Filing Rules for 
Maps and Atlases in the Societj’s Collection.s3 Use of this code, however, is 
most effective in separate catalogs of cartographic materials and 
would create problems in an integrated catalog. 
In the matter of sound recordings, certain revisions in AACR 
Chapter 14 were necessitated by changes introduced in the revised 
Chapter 12. These changes have been issued as a separate revised 
chapter but are still subject to further revision by the JSC.[r4 One of the 
most controversial changes was the shift in terminology from “Phono- 
records” to “Sound Recordings,” also necessitating a change in the 
title of the chapter. 
Concurrent with the activity in rule revision has been a resurfacing 
of the idea of using a unit entry (standard bibliographic description) 
with various access entries applied. This would minimize the prob- 
lems of author versus performer entry, and would also eliminate the 
map entry problems by removing the necessity of choosing a particu- 
lar main entry. The once-difficult issue of author versus title entry has 
now been satisfactorily resolved but would become irrelevant under 
the unit entry system. The concept is currently in operation, with 
some exceptions, in Non-book Materials Cataloguing Rules; should there 
be another revision of AACR, it will undoubtedly receive serious 
consideration. 
Before concluding this discussion of the bibliographic aspects of 
nonbook resource management, mention should be made of FranCoise 
Lamy-Rousseau of the Quebec Ministry of Education. She has con- 
cerned herself with the full scope of audiovisual problems from 
descriptive cataloging to classification and the use of PRECIS (Pre- 
served Context Indexing System) for subject retrieval.jj Her work on 
the application of ISBD(M) to nonbook materials has earned her a 
placed on the ISBD(NBM) Working Group as one of the two North 
American representatives. 
A question which has recurred frequently during discussion of 
effective bibliographic control of nonbook media concerns expediting 
the procurement of catalog copy. As the Ohio College Library Center 
(OCLC) and other networks have put bibliographic retrieval for 
books on-line, one wonders when this advance will be achieved for 
nonbooks and what might be done to hasten the process. In fact, some 
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people have even tried to sneak some nonbook records into the 
system before all was ready.56 According to Ann Ekstrom, Director of 
OCLC’s Library Systems Division, “OCLC participants will be able to 
input cataloging for Audio Visual Materials (using the expanded 
MARC format for films, that includes ‘realia’ and most other media 
not specifically covered in other formats) by the end of February 
1976.”57 It will also be possible to input cataloging for maps, music 
scores and sound recordings by mid- 1976; “also by mid- 1976, the 
Center plans to begin printing cards for the various non-book mate- 
rials; however card production for serials will be delayed until the 
Center has re-designed its card production system, which should be 
completed by late 1976.’15* Recognizing that some libraries “are not 
prepared to apply the same level of cataloging to non-book materials 
as they do to book materials . . . the Center is in the process of 
implementing a new ‘encoding level.’ ‘Level K’ assigned to any catalog 
record will designate that record as less than complete, or possibly not 
fully validated.”jg Films Format: A Description of Fixed Field, Variable 
Fields, Indicators and Subfield CodeFO was distributed by OCLC in 
March 1976 in draft form. This signaled the beginning of on-line 
cataloging for nonbook materials and also seemed to give a subtle 
boost to AACR revised Chapter 12, which was being implemented by 
LC at about the same time?’ 
Current on-line systems for retrieval of bibliographic data for 
nonprint materials could not have matured so rapidly without the 
work of the Library of Congress, and particularly its MARC Devel- 
opment Office. Their publication, Films: A MARC Format, was first 
issued in 1970 and has been modified by a series of addenda.62 This 
format has provided the means, while LC’s distribution of biblio- 
graphic data in machine-readable form has provided the raw mate- 
rial, for the OCLC system and other commercial and cooperative 
ventures. Catalog cards for motion pictures and filmstrips have been 
available from LC since 1951, when the bibliographic data was first 
incorporated in their printed book catalogs. The coverage of materi- 
als cataloged and listed in the annual Films and Other Materials for 
Projection was broadened in 1972 to include sets of transparencies and 
slides, with data supplied by producing and distributing agencies, and 
“since 1973 the entire catalog . . . has been photocomposed from 
machine-readable cataloging records.’’65 
Further attention to the bibliographic control of nonprint media is 
evidenced by formation in August 1976 of an NCLIS/AECT project 
(Project Mediabase) to consider problems of location and retrieval of 
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materials, elimination of duplication of effort in cataloging, and 
standardization of input to the various data bases. The project is a 
clear manifestation of the NCLIS concern for expedition of infor- 
mation delivery to users throughout the nation and for full utilization 
of knowledge resources. After hearings are held at major conventions 
and other information gathered, conclusions will be published in late 
1977.‘j4 This project has obvious networking implications which were 
more particularly considered by the 1976 Seminar on Nonprint 
Media Information Networking, sponsored by the ERIC Clearing- 
house on Information Resources. The questions addressed by the 
participants were: 
Is it possible (and desirable) to develop a compatible and economi- 
cally feasible system capable of obtaining, storing, and selectively 
retrieving dependable qualitative (as well as technical or purely 
descriptive) data about specific nonprint media items? If not, why 
not? If so, what should be the characteristics of such a system? How 
might it be organized, administered, supported?65 
Note that in considering location of resources and qualitative data, 
the project and the seminar are broadening the scope of a purely 
bibliographic record and adding elements long sought by media 
specialists. 
Once media specialists began to see the advantages of relating their 
cataloging problems to the same problems occurring with books, 
conditions for media control began to improve. If an ISBD could be 
devised for books, it was also possible for nonbook materials; if book 
cataloging could be put on-line, so could media cataloging. If Cata- 
loging in Publication (CIP) and the International Standard Book 
Number (ISBN) work for books, why not for other materials? The 
answer is that these systems can be extended to media; in the case of 
CIP, however, there may be considerable delay because there are 
areas of monographic publications yet to be covered (e.g., federal 
documents). Further expansions of the program are, according to an 
LC official, “dependent upon availability of staffing, funding, and 
space .”@ 
The application of ISBN to nonbook materials has been compli- 
cated by conflicting ideas about whether the numbering system for 
NBM should be differentiated from the system applied to books. 
While this was being debated, some NBM producers who also publish 
books simply began to designate some of the numbers assigned to 
them for books to NBM. This was agreeable to the International 
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ISBN Advisory Panel if the initials ISBN were omitted from the 
number; in practice, however, this was not always the case.67 Further- 
more, those nonbook producers who did not also publish books had 
no numbers to use. These problems were taken up by the interna- 
tional panel in May 1976, and the following conclusions were 
reached: 
The Panel agreed that National Agencies were fully authorized to 
supply ISBNs for non-book material published and distributed 
through normal trade channels. This included maps. The Panel 
took note of the fact that special numbering systems and their 
management were under consideration elsewhere and agreed to 
inform I S 0  (International Organization for Standardization) of the 
widespread application by publishers of ISBNs to non-book mate- 
rial.6u 
Subject cataloging of nonbook materials is also gaining new atten- 
tion in the 1970s. At the ALA Midwinter Meeting in January 1975, 
David Remington, then of LC’s Subject Cataloging Division, pre- 
sented a report to the Resources and Technical Services Division 
(RTSD) Nonbook Committee. He drew attention to the need for 
guidelines for the subject analysis of nonbook materials, which would 
aid in “interpreting nonbook materials in terms of the pr ima9 uses 
they may receive and applying the headings we have.”69 The report 
resulted in the appointment of an Ad Hoc Subcommittee on the 
Subject Analysis of Audiovisual Materials, under the administration 
of the Subject Analysis Committee of the Cataloging and Classifica- 
tion Section of RTSD. 
This subcommittee is presently soliciting ideas from practicing 
librarians and media specialists. A report of responses from sixty-six 
people from a variety of libraries in Ontario was presented by Jean 
Weihs at the ALA conference in July 1976.’O As a result of the Weihs 
report and ensuing discussion, the committee began to formulate 
guidelines covering the following topics: 
1. More subject headings should be assigned to NBM in order to 
achieve better subject retrieval, as in the case of LC’s annotated 
card program. 
2. There should be no limitation on the number of headings used for 
multisubject items or multi-item sets. 
3. Subject heading subdivisions currently in use which have a “book- 
ist” slant should be modified (e.g., the heading “Paris-Descrip- 
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tion-Guide-books” should read “Paris-Description-Guides”), 
4. Introductory matter in the Library of Congress Subject Headings 
and Sears List of Subject Headings should contain specific instruc- 
tions for assigning subject headings to nonbook materials, and for 
coping with topics not covered in the lists. 
5. CIP should be extended to cover NBM, even if limited to subject 
headings and classification  number^.^' 
The idea of using the general materials designator as a heading for 
subdivision with the subject, which is still being considered by the 
committee, was not favored by persons in the survey who manage 
integrated collections. Other respondents noted the inadequacy of 
subject headings in particular fields such as contemporary music and 
film production techniques. Inadequacy of the Dewey Decimal Clas- 
sification in treating some of the subjects covered in audiovisual 
materials was noted, and three respondents recommended consider- 
ation of PRECIS, but this system would jeopardize the integrated 
catalog idea unless it could be instituted for all materials.i2 
Coding of media for subject content has also received attention 
over a period of years, and will probably be given more consideration 
as automated procedures are applied. Jerrold Orne, Chairman of the 
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Committee 239 on 
Standardization in the Field of Library Work, Documentation and 
Related Publishing Practices, has urged the formation of an ANSI 
standard for media definitions, designators and codes.iJ While defi- 
nitions and designators are receiving full attention of the revisors of 
AACR and the developers of ISBD, the principal work on coding has 
come from the Task Force on Nonprint Media Guidelines chaired by 
Pearce In July 1975, the responsibility for doing something 
about the coding issue was passed from the RTSD Audiovisual 
Committee (formerly Nonbook Committee) to the newly formed 
Audiovisual Section of the Information Science and Automation 
Di~ision.’~ It was recognized that while coding has manual applica- 
tions, the applications in automation are more significant and more 
urgently in need of standardization. A recent development is IFLA’s 
interest in devising an international machine-oriented coding SYS- 
tem, which, considering the variety of alphabets, would have to be 
constructed on a numerical base. 
There is at present no particularly dominant system of integrated 
shelving and housing of audiovisual materials. Elaborate and expen- 
sive equipment designed to integrate materials in single or adjacent 
sequences can be found in some facilities. The integration may be 
Organization of A zidioviszinl Materials 
achieved through assignment of a bibliographic classification, 
through various sequential numbers, or through fixed location 
numbers assigned to drawers or trays. Nonbook materials are most 
often grouped together, while books remain in a separate location. In  
other cases, there is no effort to integrate nonbook forms with each 
other or with books. Generally, the equipment manufacturers see a 
definite move toward integration, while media managers and librari- 
ans have a variety of opinions. 
This discussion of the present condition of nonbook materials man- 
agement shows an encouraging spurt of forward motion, particularly 
since 1970. However, lucid codes may be written and grand agree- 
ments reached only to be disregarded by the practitioners. One 
wonders how long it takes for ideas to reach the grass roots, when a 
question about “identifying AV cataloging rules and where we may 
write to obtain copies” should appear in American Libraries “Action 
Line” in January 1976.7b (The answer which mentions AACR revised 
Chapter 12, but no other codes, is equally surprising.) Only future 
events will reveal what impact the revised AACR, the various ISBDs 
and ISBN will have and whether progress can at last be made in the 
same direction-toward the common goal of making information in 
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The Special Problems of Serials 
J O S E P H I N E  S .  PULSIFER 
THE BIBLIOGRAPHIC control of serial publications 
has never itself been brought successfully under control. Librarians 
have never collectively given definite answers to several questions: 
Should serials be cataloged by monograph catalogers? Should the 
same rules for choice of entry be applied to serials as to monographs? 
Should a serial be cataloged from the first issue or only after a 
complete volume? When a serial changes its title (or entry), is it to be 
treated as a new serial, or treated as one serial under the new title-in 
fact, what constitutes a serial? Within an individual library it is not 
unusual for the same serial to be entered one way in the card catalog, 
another way in the serials check-in file, and perhaps even a third way 
in a computer-produced listing. 
In the wider world outside of individual library control, citations to 
the same serial, whether referenced by authors or by abstracting and 
indexing services, often vary considerably. Union lists of serials add a 
further dimension of confusion by amalgamating varying entries 
from different holding libraries into one listing, often with a single 
entry per serial, to conserve space rather than to maintain biblio- 
graphic accuracy. Thus, a user may have to go from an author’s 
indexing journal citation to a library catalog or serial record (or both) 
and then to a union list to locate the library which may actually have 
the desired issue-cataloged under still another choice or form of 
entry. 
In addition to all this variation in entry, there is wide variation in 
the bibliographic description of a serial and in the identification and 
formatting of the bibliographic record elements in machine-readable 
form. Few serials listings are produced today by manual means and 
the variations in machine formats are a serious deterrent to producing 
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adequate bibliographic tools f o r  interlibrary loan and other 
cooperative purposes. Given this state of chaos within national, re- 
gional, and even state or local boundaries, what hope can there be for 
international solutions to the cataloging of serials and for a data base 
of bibliographic records for serials in machine-readable form? Will 
the solutions resolve any problems, or only create more? 
Easy or ultimate solutions to the complex problems of the biblio- 
graphic control of serials cannot be expected; however, the recent 
surge of interest and activity in this area is extremely encouraging. 
What is being attempted is nothing less than the international inte- 
gration of standards for entry, identification and description of 
serials. The expectation is that these standards (and in some cases, 
systems to support these standards) can be integrated into national 
and local systems without major disruption. Because no solution can 
be imposed on the entire body of serials andlor on the totality of 
bibliographic records that provide access to those serials, any ap- 
proach to solving the problems must be applied initially to some 
manageable subset and must coexist with the remainder in unrecon- 
structed form. This is no small order, and it cannot be expected that 
the solutions being developed will have no flaws the first time around, 
that they will be accepted by all with a uniform degree of enthusiasm, 
or that their implementation will cause no initial confusion. 
The compatibility necessary for a rational approach to bibliogra- 
phic data handling at any level requires the establishment of stand- 
ards and conformity to them. The history of the effort to resolve the 
problems of serials is one of attempts to set standards. These stand- 
ards relate to various aspects of the serials problem. Dealt with here 
are only those problems relating to bibliographic aspects of serials 
control, not to holdings or other facets of serials processing. These 
bibliographic standards are concerned with choice of entry, form of 
entry, identification systems, bibliographic description, and formats 
for machine-readable records-all of them are interrelated to some 
degree. Space does not permit extensive treatment here of any of the 
standards or of the systems that support them, nor will there be an 
attempt to review the voluminous recent literature. Instead, this 
paper will sketch the major developments toward international 
standardization relative to serials, evaluate their contributions, point 
out the problems, and summarize present prospects. 
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'rHE PARIS PRINCIPLES AND AACR 
In 196 1 the International Conference on Cataloguing Principles 
(ICCP) in Paris formulated what have become known as the Paris 
Principles.' Spalding summarizes these principles in relation to choice 
of entry for serials: 
Delegates to that conference were concerned not just with the 
cataloguing of monographic publications, not just with the cata- 
loguing of serial publications, but with the cataloguing of both for 
display in a common catalogue, governed in most cases by common 
principles and rules. Fundamental principles that were agreed to at 
the ICCP were: 1) that cataloguing requires a system of multiple 
entries, of which one is treated as the main entry and others are 
treated as secondary; 2) that the main entry should be the author 
when there is a personal author; and 3) that the main entry for 
works that represent the expression of collective activity of a 
corporate body should be the corporate body. Just as there is no 
principle covering monographs, as such, there is no principle 
covering serials, as such. Serials are mentioned twice in the State- 
ment. The first time is in a footnote to the principle setting forth 
the conditions of main entry under corporate body (see section 
9.12, footnote 7).  The footnote specifies conditions for entering 
serials under corporate body even when the body functions more as 
editor than as producer of the content, the controlling criterion 
here being the presence of the name of the body in the title of the 
serial. The other mention of serials is in the principle covering 
entry under title. Here (section 11.14) entry of works, including 
serials, known primarily or conventionally by their titles are to be so 
entered (even if they are the products of corporate bodies).' 
Interpretation of and conformity to the Paris Principles in the case 
of serials has varied. For example, the introduction to the Anglo- 
American Cataloging Rules (AACR) states that: 
In its rule for serials (rule 6) the [Catalog Code Revision] Committee 
held that the inclusion in the title of a serial of the name or part of 
the name of the issuing corporate body is too powerful a criterion 
to be nullified when, in unusual cases, no account of the activities of 
the body is included in the publication. It also held that 'known 
primarily or conventionally by title' is too vague a ~ r i t e r ion .~  
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Whatever the interpretation of the Paris Principles regarding entry of 
a serial under issuing body or under title, it is clear that they call for 
main entry under corporate body in some cases, and main entry 
under title in others. 
With respect to form of entry, conformity of most U.S. libraries to 
the AACR has been impaired by the policy of “superimposition”4 
which was adopted by the Library of Congress (LC). This practice was 
incorporated to ease the impact of the new rules on the catalogs and 
cataloging activities of U.S. libraries. Under superimposition, rules 
for headings were to be applied only to name headings being es- 
tablished for the first time. New works by previously established 
authors were to appear under the same headings. If the name 
heading had not previously been established, it was to be established 
under the AACR rules. Given the preponderance of corporate head- 
ings in records for serials, and the continuing nature of serials, this 
policy may have placed a greater burden on serials cataloging than on 
monograph cataloging. If adapting to new forms of old headings 
seemed too difficult at that time, it is even more difficult now. The 
problem has grown with every new title cataloged under a superim- 
posed heading. Serials cannot be “desuperimposed” unilaterally; no 
other halfway measures appear to be feasible. If the LC catalog is 
closed at the end of this decade (or whenever all titles currently 
cataloged by LC are being put into machine-readable form), all future 
cataloging can then conform to AACR. 
The National Library of Canada (NLC) has pioneered in the area of 
bilingual cataloging during this period. For every official name head- 
ing in English, NLC must provide the equivalent in French, and vice 
versa. This is a problem that will be encountered in international 
exchange of records, as well as within bilingual countries. Unless the 
language of entry in the source country is adopted by all others, 
varying languages and form of entry for the same body will have to be 
handled by means of authority files. Establishment of the form of 
entry with reference to a centralized authority within each country 
appears to be ultimately imperative. 
IDENTIFICATION SYSTEMS 
Another approach to the serials problem has been to provide a 
brief but unique identifying code for each serial, to serve as a 
short-form citation, to facilitate ordering, etc. Codes for three such 
identification systems have been developed and are in use. The first of 
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these is the International Code for the Abbreviation of Titles of 
Periodicals. The IS0  4- 1972(E) standard of the International Orga- 
nization for Standardization (ISO) provides a set of rules to guide 
users “in preparing unique, unambiguous abbreviations within a 
specific frame of reference for the titles of publications used in 
footnotes, references, and bibliographies.”’ This standard is also an 
American National Standard (ANSI 239.5- 1969)? The Znternationa[ 
List of Periodical Title Word Abbreviations ( IS0  R833-1974),’ formerly 
maintained by the National Clearinghouse for Periodical Title Word 
Abbreviations, is now maintained by the International Serials Data 
System (ISDS). There is no universal guarantee of uniqueness, nor 
can the full title always be reconstructed with certainty from the 
abbreviated title. An example of the abbreviated title code is “j libr 
automat” for the Journal of Library Automation. 
The second identification system, CODEN,* is a unique five-char- 
acter code (with an optional sixth character for machine checking) 
originally designed as a mnemonic representation of the title of 
scientific and technical serials. The assignment of codes is no longer 
limited to science and technology titles, however, nor has the mne- 
monic feature been maintained. An example of CODEN is “jlauay” 
for the Journal of Library Automation. The American Society for 
Testing Materials maintained CODEN until 1975, when responsibility 
was assumed by the Chemical Abstracts Service. 
Finally, there is the International Standard Serial Number (ISSN). 
The Standard Serial Number (SSN), adopted as an American Na- 
tional Standard (ANSI 239.9-1971) in late 1970,9 was approved in 
May 1971 by Technical Committee 46 of the I S 0  as the basis for 
ISSN. The ISSN is now a fully approved international standard ( IS0  
3297),1° requiring that a key title be established as the basis for each 
ISSN, and that the code be maintained by the ISDS. The ISDS, 
operating within the Universal Science Information System (UNI- 
SIST), is a network of national and regional centers formed for the 
purpose of developing and maintaining a comprehensive registry of 
serial publications in all languages and subject areas. The national or 
regional centers are responsible for assigning the ISSN and key title 
to each serial title published within their respective countries or 
regions. The national center for the United States is the National 
Serials Data Program (NSDP). 
The ISSN is a seven-digit code (with a required eighth digit for 
machine checking) represented as two groups of four digits separated 
by either a space or  a hyphen and preceded by the legend ISSN. Each 
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ISSN is assigned to a single serial title, as represented by a key title 
which is also unique, and with which the ISSN is always associated in 
the ISDS system. For example, the key title and ISSN for the Journal 
of Li6rar~  Automation are Journal of library automation 0022-2240.” 
The Guidelines for ISDS, published in 1973,” specify what is to be 
considered a serial, when to assign a new ISSN and key title, how to 
construct the key title, etc. In order to be a unique identifier, the key 
title must incorporate elements in addition to the bibliographic title 
when a title consists only of a generic term, and whenever two or more 
serials have the same title. In the case of the generic title, the key title 
includes the name of the issuing body, as given on the piece, which is 
separated from the title by a hyphen set off by spaces, e.g., “Annual 
report - Board of Public Accountancy.” In the case of serials with the 
same title, one or more elements-such as place of publication, date 
of publication, edition, or form of reproduction-may be added in 
parentheses as qualifiers, e.g., “Russian history (Pittsburgh).” 
For each serial assigned an ISSN and key title, the regional or 
national center must submit to the ISDS International Center in Paris 
a bibliographic record containing, in addition to key title and ISSN, 
certain mandatory elements such as variant titles, starting date, 
country of publication and imprint. Additional elements may be 
included if available. For the purposes of the ISDS record, the key 
title serves as the “main entry.” 
The ISSN standard and its supporting ISDS system require, in 
effect, a set of two unique identifiers: an identifying number (ISSN) 
and an identifying title (key title). Each of the two identifiers has its 
own virtues and uses, and the two must be perfectly synchronized, as 
stipulated in the ISDS system. A new key title (and therefore a new 
ISSN) is created according to explicit rules in the Guidelirwsfor ZSDS, 
based exclusively on changes in the title of the serial. If an issuing 
body changes and the title does not, the key title and ISSN remain the 
same. 
BIBLIOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION 
The International Standard Bibliographic Description for Mono- 
graphs (ISBD(M)), drawn up by a working group of the International 
Meeting of Cataloguing Experts in 1969 and published in its first 
standard edition in 1974,15 has been incorporated into the 1974 
revision of AACR Chapter 613 and has been widely adopted by 
member nations of the International Federation of Library Associa- 
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tions (IFLA). As stated in the published document, the ISBD(M) 
“specifies requirements for the description of printed monographic 
publications . . . assigns an order to the elements of the description, 
and specifies a system of punctuation for that description.”” 
In 1971 a Joint Working Group of the IFLA Committee on Cata- 
loguing and the IFLA Committee on Serial Publications was formed 
to draw up an ISBD for serials (ISBD(S)) following the ISBD(M) as a 
model insofar as practicable; its recommendations were published in 
1974.Ij The Joint Working Group sought for compatibility of ISBD(S) 
with both ISDS and ISBD(M). While ISBD by definition is concerned 
only with description and not with entry, ISBD(S), as recommended 
by the Joint Working Group, “specifies requirements for the descrip- 
tion and identification of printed serial publications”I6 and adopted 
the “distinctive title” concept, which constructs the title in the same 
manner as the ISDS key title when the title consists of a generic term 
followed by an issuing body which is not grammatically linked to the 
title itself. The ISBD(S) was thus in conflict with the ISBD(M) in using 
the “distinctive title” (which is sometimes constructed and sometimes 
simply transcribed from the publication); the ISBD(M) “title proper” 
is always a faithful transcription of the title on the publication. 
ISBD(S) was inconsistent in that it did not include the key title 
qualifiers in the distinctive title. 
BIBLIOGRAPHIC ENTITY 
Sauer notes that in order to make use of the ISSN in conjunction 
with cataloging records for serials, “the bibliographic entity created 
according to any given set of cataloging rules or conventions [must] be 
compatible with the bibliographic entity created by a key title.”” To 
accomplish this, the cataloging entry must change when-and only 
ivhen-the key title changes. As one way to achieve this compatibility, 
Howard’* proposed that AACR be changed to provide for main entry 
under title for serials in all cases, and in fact, at the American Library 
Association (ALA) annual conference in 1975, the Catalog Code 
Revision Committee (CCRC) voted to recommend this proposal for 
consideration by the Joint Steering Committee for Revision of AACR. 
This recommendation was rescinded at the ALA Midwinter Meeting 
in 1976 in favor of a single rule for choice of entry for both 
monographs and serials. 
An alternative suggestion by Howard was to amend AACR to 
provide for title main entry for all serials except those with titles 
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which consist of a generic term or those which begin with a generic 
term followed only by the name of the issuing body. Serials in these 
groups would be entered under issuing body. This approach would 
assure that the AACR main entry would change whenever the key 
title changed and would provide equal compatibility with ISDS with- 
out abandoning the Paris Principles (which currently form the sole 
basis for international compatibility with respect to entry). 
Also awaiting resolution are the differences between what are 
considered to be major and minor changes to the title in the AACR 
and ISDS. For example, AACR specifies a new entry when a title 
change would affect filing, but a filing change may not be considered 
cause for a new key title in ISDS. Saue~- '~ predicts that this problem 
will be given consideration in the impending revision of the Guidelil ies 
for ISDS. 
FORM OF TITLE 
Whether the title is in all cases the main entry or whether serials are 
in some cases entered under issuing body, there must be compatibility 
between the title according to ISBD(S) and the title according to 
AACR, both of which are descriptive in nature. Furthermore, there 
should not be a conflict with the ISDS key title, which is a constructed 
title for identification purposes. At a meeting on October 16-1 7, 1975, 
representatives of the IFLA Working Groups on Monographs, 
Serials, Maps and Non-book Materials agreed that a framework for a 
general ISBD--ISBD(G)-shouId be provided to which all specialized 
ISBDs would conform. At the October 21-22, 1975 lSBD(S) revision 
committee meeting, it was agreed that title and statement of author- 
ship area of ISBD(S) 
should be confined to elements of description only, with provision 
for the inclusion of identification elements elsewhere in the record. 
It was further agreed that the precise wording of ISBD(M) be used 
wherever possible in the revised ISBD(S). This agreement provides 
a firm basis for implementing the North American proposal for this 
area: that the title proper concept of ISBD(M) be adopted for 
ISBD(S) in lieu of the present distinctive title-thus eliminating the 
need for constructing a title when a generic term is involved. It was 
also agreed that author statements (or statements of responsibility) 
would continue to be recorded as they appear on the issue, includ- 
ing hierarchical statements when present?" 
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It was also agreed that the ISSN/price area of ISBD(S) would be 
revised to include the key title as established by ISDS. 
Anticipated revisions of the AACR, ISDS and ISBD(S) are expected 
together to provide the necessary compatibility for incorporation of 
the ISSN/key title and ISBD(S) into the revised AACR rules. Reten- 
tion of the name of the issuing body as part of the title, when 
grammatically linked, will remain a provision. Spalding has proposed 
the interesting idea regarding the constructed title that would treat 
the generic title as a title likely to be duplicated; “In cases of duplica- 
tion of title, the first preference for additions to the title should be the 
issuing body if there is one; in default of which place of publication 
should be added.”*’ With the removal of elements of identification 
from the ISBD(S) title, this proposal would apply only to the key title. 
THE MARC SERIALS FORMAT 
Avram has pointed out that in order to achieve a standard body of 
bibliographic records, the records must be standardized in both 
content and format.** From the previous discussion it is evident that 
progress is being made toward standardization of the content of serial 
records. Progress likewise continues to be made toward standardiza- 
tion of the format for the representation and exchange of biblio- 
graphic data €or serials in machine-readable form. As a result, a 
serious effort to create a US.-Canadian data base of standard serial 
records is now emerging. 
The machine-readable cataloging serials communications format 
(MARC) is the result of two concurrent developments. In 1967, LC, 
the National Library of Medicine and the National Agricultural 
Library initiated the Serials Data Program (SDP) with the intent of 
creating a national inventory of serials in machine-readable form. 
The objective of the first phase was to define the data elements 
required and to develop a standard format for their representation 
and communication in machine-readable form.2S In response to the 
MARC Pilot Project, the LC Information Systems Office was con- 
currently revising the MARC format for books and working toward 
the establishment of the standard communications format for the 
exchange of bibliographic data in machine-readable form. This com- 
munications format later became both the ANSI Z39.2-197I2‘ and the 
I S 0  2709-1973(E)25 standard formats. Because a major conclusion of 
the SDP was that sharing of serial records could be achieved only 
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through adherence to standards for both the bibliographic data and 
its representation in machine-readable form, the designated data 
elements were put into the MARC format and published in 1970.26 
Wherever data elements were the same, the MARC serials format 
used the same content designators (tags, indicators, and subfield 
codes) as the books format, and different content designators where 
the elements were different. Nevertheless, the serials format differed 
substantially from the monograph format in two ways: (1) in assigning 
more specific tags, especially in the notes area, so that notes could be 
selectively omitted from union lists; and (2) in including fields for 
linking entries. These links provide machine linkage to related rec- 
ords and also provide a mechanism for generating notes about 
linking records without keying the data twice. While this mechanism 
does in fact reduce key strokes, it adds complexity in editing and 
programming. 
NATIONAL SERIALS PILOT PROJECT 
Between September 1969 and June 1971, the Association of Re- 
search Libraries administered a pilot project on behalf of the three 
national liabraries under the policy direction of the U.S. National 
Libraries Task Force on Automation and Other Cooperative Services. 
The intent of the pilot project was to build a machine-readable file of 
bibliographic data on primarily current scientific and technical serials, 
including holdings information for the three national libraries. The 
MARC serials format was to be used and records were to be acquired 
by reformatting the Union List of Scientific Serials in Canadian Li- 
brurie~.*~ This proved to be impossible without manual intervention 
because the data elements in the records were not identified at the 
level of specificity of the MARC format. Faced with these difficulties, 
the project attempted to create a consistent data base from Index 
Medicus records reported to the Union Catalog of Medical Periodi- 
cals and from records from the National Agricultural Library CAIN 
file: however, it was impossible to construct a consistent data base 
using multiple files and “authority sources each of which was not only 
inconsistent with the others but was internally inconsistent as well.”2R 
MARC SERIALS DISTRIBUTION SERVICE 
The first operational use of the MARC serials format within LC was 
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for the production of book catalogs for the Main Reading Room and 
Science Reading Room collections.29 Begun in May 1971, the project 
provided in-depth testing of the format on LC records as well as 
experience in the conversion of retrospective records, and demon- 
strated the practicality of MARC-produced catalogs combining both 
monographic and serial records. 
As LC neared completion of the reading room projects in 1972, it 
turned its attention to providing a regular MARC Distribution Service 
for serials.%O Recognizing that conversion of records for all serial titles 
currently received by LC was desirable, it was nevertheless necessary 
to begin by going forward, i.e., by capturing new cataloging on a 
regular basis, before looking backward to existing catalog records. 
Accordingly, all current cataloging for serials in Roman alphabet 
languages has been input since 1973, and romanized records for all 
serials in nonroman alphabets were included beginning in September 
of the same year. For the first time, a body of serial records was 
available in machine-readable form from a central source with full 
standard bibliographic data and full standard content designation. 
CJNIMARC 
The Universal MARC (UNIMARC) formata' being developed by 
the IFLA Working Group on Content Designators will be used for 
communicating bibliographic records among national agencies, so 
that each country will require only one translation program into and 
out of its national format. The existence of the UNIMARC format 
will not affect the U.S. MARC serials format, but it will significantly 
ease the burden of maintaining a data base of serial records in the 
future. Instead of requiring that each national agency either create 
records anew for serials already put into machine-readable form by 
another national agency or write conversion programs from each 
national serials format to the U.S. format, the receiving national 
agency will need only a single program to convert records in the 
UNIMARC format from any country to its national format. As with 
shared cataloging, the receiving national agency will have to process 
the records through its authority system, but the descriptive portion 
of the record will be in accordance with ISBD(S). 
CONSER 
The Conversion of Serials (CONSER) Project is an ambitious 
project to build an initial U.S. and Canadian serials data base. A 
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cooperative project, CONSER operates under the management of the 
Council on Library Resources (CLR).s2 AnableSS has reported the 
history of the Ad Hoc Discussion Group on Serials Data Bases, from 
which the CONSER Project developed, and Uphams* has chronicled 
the progress of the project itself. 
The CONSER Project is attempting to create a data base which is a 
workable compromise of the ideal of consistency and the present state 
of confusion. T o  create a totally consistent data base would require 
resolution of all of the problems that this paper has mentioned, as 
well as many that it has not. Ideally, perhaps, the project would not 
even have started until: (1) ISBD(S) had been revised, (2) ISDS 
guidelines had been revised, (3) title main entry decision had been 
made, and (4) AACR had been revised to incorporate ISBD(S). After 
all this was accomplished, it would be time to make further revisions. 
In addition, the capability to tie in to the LC authority system should 
be a prerequisite to the project’s implementation. The need for such a 
store of serial records in machine-readable form has existed for many 
years (witnessed by the two earlier phases of the National Serials Data 
Program), but only now have enough of the necessary components 
become available to translate the need into an operational project. 
The CONSER Project seeks to develop no new standards itself, but 
rather to utilize existing standards insofar as possible. As an imple- 
mentation, it must use what resources are available and work out the 
best compromise possible, making changes over time as new facilities 
develop. It operates with a set of “Agreed upon  practice^"^^ dealing 
with bibliographic considerations, mandatory fields, which fields may 
be changed in an already authenticated record, format requirements, 
etc. Basic bibliographic standards to be followed include AACR for 
choice and form of entry, including successive entry cataloging. 
Because the data base is not limited to newly cataloged items and it is 
impractical for each participant to recatalog existing records, provi- 
sion is made for inputting latest entry records, non-AACR headings, 
etc. All contributed records are subject to authentication or verifica- 
tion by NLC for Canadian imprints and by LC €or all others. ISSN, 
key title, and other ISDS requirements are input or authenticated by 
the ISDSICanada national center or NSDP, respectively. 
The CONSER Project has adopted the MARC serials format as the 
standard for content designation of CONSER records. All data ele- 
ments in the record must have full content designation. The content 
designation is reviewed upon authentication, as is the data content of 
the record. In the case of differences between the Canadian and U.S. 
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serial formats, the Canadian content designator is changed to the U.S. 
equivalent when there is a one-to-one correspondence. When the 
Canadian format provides for greater expansion in content designa- 
tion, the Canadian format designation is retained in the on-line rec- 
ord but is converted to the C.S. format designation for output to LC. 
The MARC serials format has been expanded to accommodate 
additional elements needed by NLC, ISDS and the abstracting and 
indexing community, as well as by the nature of the cooperative 
project itself.56 The records which NSDP and ISDS/Canada are re- 
quired to send to the ISDS Paris center can now be extracted from the 
MARC-formatted CONSER record. It is unfortunate that when the 
ISDS system was established, its format, although conforming to the 
communications format structure, I S 0  2709-1973(E),3i was not fully 
compatible with the U S .  or Canadian MARC serials formats with 
respect to content designation. While it is now possible to convert 
from the MARC serials format to the ISDS format, it is not possible to 
convert some fields in the opposite direction. Certain varying forms 
of title and certain linking entries do not have sufficiently specific 
identification to allow extraction of the data elements in the MARC 
format. 
By contractual agreement, the Ohio College Library Center 
(OCLC) is providing on-line facilities for the initial CONSER Project. 
Approximately 85,000 records of the Minnesota Union List of Serials, 
28,800 LC/MARC serial records, and 5,000 NLC/MARC serial rec- 
ords constitute the initial CONSER data base. As of this writing, an 
additional 12,000 records have been input by participants-approxi- 
mately 3,000 by NLM, 6,000 by Cornell University, and 3,000 by 
other participants. The participants can also update any unauthenti- 
cated serial record and “claim,” i.e., each can add its holdings symbol 
to, any serial record, authenticated to unauthenticated. Upon updat- 
ing or claiming an unauthenticated record, a surrogate of the publi- 
cation (e.g., title page or masthead) annotated with the OCLC control 
number is sent to LC or NLC for authentication. The authentication 
center reviews that record against its own catalog record (if any), 
updating ihe on-line record as necessary and adding its authentica- 
tion code. 
LC will use the CONSER system to input its own records and to 
authenticate others, and will subsequently distribute all records input 
or authenticated by NLC or itself in the MARC Distribution Service. 
Input by LC has not begun as of this writing, pending successful 
completion of a final test of getting records on tape from OCLC. 
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Conversion to the on-line system, however, is expected by the end of 
June 1976. LC has already begun to authenticate records, although it 
is not yet staffed for full operation of the authentication process. 
Because LC agreed to withhold from the CONSER data base all 
records with superimposed headings, nearly 1,900 records are now 
being assigned the AACR form of heading and will be subsequently 
loaded into CONSER. The ALA or “superimposed” form of entry, 
when used by LC, will be retained in a special set of fields for use in 
LC’s own products and services. 
There have been many problems with CONSER, and the project 
has been costly in time and money. The on-line facilities have not 
become available on schedule, and this delay has made internal 
operations of the participants difficult or, in some cases, nonexistent. 
It will undoubtedly be easy to see in retrospect what should have been 
done differently. In addition to the actual count of records inputted 
and authenticated during the project period (anticipated to be 
200,000-300,000), much will have been learned on which to base the 
continuation of CONSER. 
CONSER I1 
From the beginning it was planned that the CONSER Project 
would have a lifespan of only two or three years, after which LC 
would assume its management and operation. A study funded by the 
Council on Library Resources is now underway at LC to determine 
the procedures, hardware and software needed for LC to assume this 
role by November 1977. The study will also include long-term objec- 
tives for serials processing at LC so that the CONSER continuation 
effort will fit in with long-range system design. 
The original purpose of developing the ISBD(M) was to make it 
easier for people to interpret bibliographic records in unfamiliar 
languages. It soon became obvious, however, that the consistency 
provided by the ISBD(M) would greatly facilitate the process of 
“format recognition,” i.e., the algorithmic recognition of data ele- 
ments by the computer. The format recognition programs developed 
by LC for the MARC content designation of records for books were 
subsequently modified to take advantage of the ISBD(M) order of 
elements and distinguishing punctuation. As has been noted earlier in 
this paper, the content designation of serial records is extremely, 
perhaps excessively, complex. It is possible that the ISBD(S), when 
revised and adopted by IFLA member countries, will enable devel- 
opment of format recognition programs for serial records. 
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Despite standard description of serials provided by ISBD(S), one- 
to-one correspondence achieved between the ISDS record a n d  the 
cataloging record (according to AACR), and the international ex- 
change of machine-readable records made possible by UNIMARC, 
the problem remains of a n  international cataloging code that would 
provide compatibility-at least within certain l imits-of entry as well 
as description. This would seem to  be a necessary prerequisite to the 
implementation of the program of Universal Bibliographic Control 
in which each serial (or monograph) would require only one-time 
cataloging in the country of origin. A significant step in  this direction 
was taken a t  the April 1976 meeting of the IFLA Working Group on 
Content Designation; agreement was reached o n  the subfield codes 
for designating the various elements within a personal or corporate 
name heading in the UNIMARC format. 
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The Automation of Cataloging-1976 
MAURICE J. FREEDMAN 
I N  1976 THE automation of cataloging, already at a 
refined stage, alighted on the cusp of a major event. Having already 
witnessed the Ohio College Library Center (OCLC) with its on-linecata- 
log become the most pervasive automated network in the nation, cata- 
loging librarians still awaited the advent of genuine on-line catalog- 
ing. The University of Chicago (VC) and the New York Public 
Library (NYPL), both library automation innovators, were working 
toward the creation of data structure and data base management, and 
on-line bibliographic control systems, respectively. Instead, it appears 
that the Washington Library Network (WLN), with the software 
services of Boeing Computer Services Inc., is planning as of this 
writing’ to create an on-line cataloging and on-line automated au- 
thority control system, and to provide the kind of sophisticated 
Boolean search capability built into Stanford University’s BALLOTS 
system. If it occurs, this will be an exciting event, although the 
continued growth of OCLC and the spread of COM (computer-out- 
put microfilm) catalogs and reports2 are awesome in their ubiquity- 
albeit no longer spectacular. 
Effort will be made here to review the automation of cataloging. 
Rather than providing merely a review and description of different 
catalog systems and products (aspects dealt with at length elsewheres), 
this paper will emphasize recent developments in the automation of 
the cataloging process. 
AUTOMATION OF CATALOGING V .  AUTOMATED CATALOG PRODUCTS 
A distinction must be made between the automation of cataloging 
and automated catalog products. In order to make this distinction 
clear, definitions of the terms merit review. Cataloging will be 
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defined here as the intellectual process whereby a given work (e.g,, 
the actual copy of a book) is described, categorized by subject, and 
assigned a physical location in a library. What makes this process the 
work of a professional cataloger is that it is done in accordance with a 
code of rules and thesauri governing the form and content of the 
catalog record. The Anglo-American Cataloging Rules (ACCR) serves 
as the code for describing a bibliographic entity.‘ Unfortunately, 
there are no similar rules governing subject analysis. Haykin,5 the 
introduction to the eighth edition of the Libra? of Congress Subject 
Headings (LCSH),‘j and the front matter in the tenth edition of the 
Sears List of Subject Headings’ currently provide guidance. In choosing 
specific terms in accordance with these guides, two sources of au- 
thority obtain for most academic and public libraries in the United 
States: (1) past practice in a given library in which the work is being 
cataloged, and (2) the practice of the Library of Congress (LC) as 
exemplified by’its catalog records (for choice and form of main and 
added entries) and by LCSH and its supplements or Sears (for choice 
and form of subjects). Furthermore, the location function must also 
be served. A physical shelf location for an item is usually assigned on 
the basis of the subject of the book (in accordance with one of the two 
major classification systems in the United States*); the location may be 
refined by including some aspect of the author’s name, and in some 
cases the author, title and copy number of the volume when a unique 
location is desired.q An alternative to location by subject is location by 
date of accession or some other nonbibliographic, yet related quality, 
such as size or color. 
The catalog thus comprehends all of the individual catalog records 
created in the aforementioned manner. (It is important to stress that 
the records must always be created with reference to the catalog into 
which they will be included, and most advisedly with respect to the 
name and topical subject authorities provided by LC or Sears.) For 
the purpose of this discussion, then, the definition of cataloging is the 
process by which a cataloger creates a catalog record in accordance 
with prevailing codes and authorities, and with reference to the 
catalog of which it will become a component. This definition indicates 
that the goal of automating cataloging-the effective replacement of 
the cataloger by a machine-will probably never happen. Many of the 
tasks involved in the cataloging process, including better user access, 
however, have been greatly assisted by data processing technology. 
Despite the claim that consistency in the establishment of names, 
uniform titles and subjects is the “hobgoblin of little minds,” catalog- 
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ing is the only mechanism that allows one to find all of the works of a 
given author, all items on a given topic, and other similar benefits 
which follow from this concept of a catalog. Completion of the 
cataloging process should make three functions possible: (1) the 
ability to determine if a library has a given item; (2) knowledge of all 
of a given author’s works located in the library; and (3) knowledge of 
all works in a library dealing with a given subject.’” 
Automated catalog products follow precisely from, and are con- 
sequences of, the catalog records created,in the cataloging process. If 
the names of a given author vary and the cataloger has neither 
entered the author’s name in a consistent manner nor linked the 
variations of the author’s name by references, then the data base 
created and the catalog products generated from it-which include 
these inconsistent or unlinked data-will militate against retrieval of a 
specific work of the author and direction to all of the author’s other 
cataloged works. This situation contradicts the tenet that the catalog 
must bring together all of the works of a given author.” There can be 
no separation of the catalog products from cataloging. In effect, the 
information on a 75mm x 125mm card constitutes a catalog card only 
if the data on it resulted from the previously described cataloging 
process. The card’s utility, or for that matter the value of a given 
on-line display, is limited if the catalog process is restricted to ensur- 
ing an exact correspondence between the information on the card 
and on the title page. Transcribing the author’s name and the title 
from the title page of a book does not necessarily relate that book or 
its author to other works by that author or to other versions of the 
same book, which are required results of the process. The distinction 
between cataloging and the products through which it is expressed 
thus provides the framework within which further analysis of the 
automation of cataloging can be made. 
THE OHIO COLLEGE LIBRARY CENTER 
The Ohio College Library Center (OCLC) automated cataloging 
system represents a major break from tradition. Although no longer 
unique in its on-line sophistication, OCLC’s awesome technology has, 
in effect, proposed a technical structure and process which places little 
emphasis on the cataloging values previously enunciated. Before 
elaborating, a brief review of the OCLC system is in order. 
OCLC, a nonprofit corporation originally composed of a network 
of academic libraries in Ohio, now has approximately 600 user 
M A U R I C E  J .  F R E E D M A N  
libraries across the country, including probably every size of academic 
and public library, as well as government libraries, a national library 
(National Agricultural Library), and even the special library of a 
for-profit corporation.I2 OCLC currently has a data base of more than 
2 million monographic cataloging records created essentially from 
two sources: ( 1) LC MARC (Machine-readable Cataloging) records, 
and (2) catalog entries contributed by the various libraries using the 
OCLC shared cataloging facility. The latter source provides the 
majority of records in the data base. “Shared cataloging” here means 
the use of a given OCLC record (LC MARC or user-input MARC) by 
an OCLC network member-in other words, the data of one institu- 
tion is partially or completely shared by another institution. 
There are several methods of gaining access to the OCLC data base. 
It can be searched by LC card number, OCLC number, ISBN 
(International Standard Book Number), ISSN (International Stand- 
ard Serial Number) and CODEN (a unique standardized alphabetic 
code applied to serial titles).I3 These are the relatively simple searches 
because they usually have a one-to-one correlation with given rec- 
ords-if a given LC card number is entered as the search code, there 
is normally only one record or bibliographic work in the OCLC data 
base which will match that number. Author, author-title, and title- 
only searches are possible through the use of OCLC predefined 
search keys or algorithms. For an author search, one enters the first 
three letters of the author’s last name, the first three letters of the 
author’s first name, and the first letter of the author’s middle name, 
all of which are separated by commas. Thus “Kilgour, Frederick 
Gridley” would be searched by the algorithm “Kil,Fre,G.” Searches by 
author-title and title only are conducted in a similar manner. In 
theory, the OCLC “ m i n i ~ a t ” ~ ~  is the product of these searches. In 
response to an author-title search request, the minicat contains an 
average of thirty-two entries having only a fortuitous relation to each 
other-a “catalog” far easier to negotiate than any classical catalog, 
according to its chief proponent, Kilgour.j5 The OCLC search 
methods are inadequate for the following types of search request: 
1. Corporate author requests and others in which the search is for a 
“needle in a haystack,” i.e., the number of entries generated is too 
great to negotiate. 
2. Author requests or author-title requests present difficulties where 
the author’s name is entered in the data base in a form slightly 
different from the one from ‘which the key was created, or where 
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the key used is based on a version of the author’s name substan- 
tively varying from the version entered in the data base. 
3. The category with the most subtle problem is the one in which an 
existing LC MARC record is sought by use of an LC card number 
or other search key, has been received and processed by OCLC, 
but is not available to the user. If an OCLC-contributing library 
entered a record into the data base which is subsequently (and 
seemingly) duplicated by an LC MARC record and both records 
have the same LC card number, the LC MARC record is deferred 
and unavailable to the OCLC user until the duplication is resolved 
by OCLC staff. Only the OCLC input record is available, and it 
takes precedence over the LC MARC record.I6 
Operational problems such as response time and communications 
equipment will be simply viewed as technical considerations and not 
treated in any detail here. 
The most common products generated from the OCLC data base 
are computer line-printed catalog cards. In addition, some users are 
locally producing spine and book labels,” periodically receiving ac- 
cessions lists from OCLC, and having their history tapes (the OCLC- 
produced tapes containing the catalog records of the individual 
library) processed for the purpose of producing COM catalogs.IR 
Other libraries are experimenting with use of the OCLC data base as 
a public service tool.lg 
How are new records added to OCLC? In principle, new records 
are added when an LC MARC record does not duplicate a record 
already in the data base, or when a user library (after having used the 
various access methods) does not find a record in the OCLC data base 
for the item searched. In the latter case, the record for that item is 
subsequently entered in the data base by the user. 
The quality of cataloging anywhere-not just among OCLC 
users-varies from library to library, and from one cataloger to 
another. All LC MARC records entering the OCLC data base have 
gone through the complex process of cataloging prior to being 
converted to LC MARC records. Records entering OCLC from its 
hundreds of users, however, have been cataloged by processes which 
vary significantly with respect to the effort made to establish name 
and subject entries, and the creation of the overall bibliographic 
record. As Markuson has stated: “Many OCLC users have a list of 
acceptable and unacceptable libraries in terms of use of OCLC 
records. The quality of the data base is thus of concern to all users.”*” 
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In the previous description of the cataloging process, authority 
checking and establishment of names and subjects was carried out: 
(1) with reference to previously established names and topics, extant 
rules and principles as appropriate (AACR, LCSH, etc.); (2) to link 
explicitly variant or different names of a given author; and (3) to link 
valid, invalid and related topics through appropriate references. The 
cataloging process also included a description of the item in accord- 
ance with the rules for description embodied in AACR, as well as 
assignment of a physical location. 
Which of these cataloging processes are actually built into the 
OCLC “cataloging” system? The only automatic checking done by the 
OCLC system is the match on search keys; rather than requiring the 
user to search files manually, the machine searches through the 
various indices (ISBN, CODEN, etc.). T o  the extent that any of the 
other processes ingredient in cataloging take place, they are manually 
performed. Nothing is built into the OCLC system which automati- 
cally executes the various cataloging procedures described above: 
there is no automated catalog control in the OCLC system. Nothing is 
built into the system which will automatically notify the cataloger that 
J.J. Marric is a pseudonym of John Creasey, nor which will automati- 
cally change all occurrences of “Pincherle, Alberto, 1907-” to “Mora- 
via, Alberto” (the need for this arose when LC changed the form of 
the name). There is nothing built into the system to notify a terminal 
operator entering LC copy from the Library of Congress Catalog of 
Printed Cards which has the subject tracing “Aeroplanes” that it is no 
longer valid and has been replaced by “Airplanes”; nor is anything 
built into the cataloging system which will automatically alert the 
cataloger to a typographic error such as “Bulter” if “Butler” is the 
author’s name. 
Rather than being called a “cataloging system,” OCLC more ap- 
propriately could be called an “automated catalog support system.” I t  
performs none of the necessary control functions of the cataloging 
process-authority checking, referrals and links between valid and 
invalid terms and names-nor does it permit meaningful searching 
for all authority terms (cf. its inability to search certain corporate 
authors). OCLC is, however, an automated catalog support system in 
that the less professional steps in the cataloging process are supported 
by OCLC. It provides for automated searching of the LC MARC and 
contributed MARC data. base by the various techniques previously 
described. In most cases these techniques are very Be- 
cause the OCLC data base is not the user library’s catalog, it must 
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reconcile the OCLC record it finds with its own catalog. This au- 
tomated search is much easier and cheaper than the previous manual 
searches in the file(s) of LC proof slips and the multipart National 
Union Catalog (NUC)-not to mention the cost of maintaining the 
proof slip file@). 
The great cost benefit OCLC has provided has been in the pro- 
duction of catalog cards.22 By printing card sets on demand and 
distributing them alphabetized (or in other optional sequences), 
OCLC has truly assisted the participating libraries. Aside from 
searching for copy, local card production has been the single element 
of a library’s operation most affected by the system. The physical 
catalog cards themselves fall into the previously discussed category of 
automated catalog products. Cataloging assistance from OCLC in- 
cludes this vital card production function. The result of this process 
must be expressed through some display medium, and the OCLC 
system is excellent in its card production and delivery system, for it 
provides a maximum number of formatting options and allows the 
library user to make any desired changes.2q 
AUTOMATED BIBLIOGRAPHICAL CONTROL SYSTEMS 
The Washington Library Network (WLN) has taken an approach 
completely different from that of OCLC.24 Aside from having the 
on-line technology of OCLC, WLN includes the best aspects of two 
systems being developed and another which is in operation. WLN will 
establish a data base management system which incorporates both the 
quadraplanar data structure originated by the University of Chicago 
(UC)15 and the New York Public Library’s long-term plan for on-line 
authority control (NYPL’s current authority control system is batch- 
oriented). The WLN system will be in operation by the time this paper 
is published. In  addition, the sophisticated search techniques built 
into Stanford University’s BALLOTS systemz6 will, for the most part, 
be replicated by WLN. A review of these three elements-with 
emphasis on the first two-will clarify the distinctions between the 
notion of an automated cataloging system and a shared cataloging 
support system such as OCLC. 
A data base management system is a system which relates and 
controls data effectively by eliminating redundant storage. A goal of 
the system at UC is that any “input or update need be done only one 
time to keep the entire data base The value of this is that 
there are no separate systems, each with its own data files. For 
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example, the bibliographic data from which an order is generated is 
merely updated by the catalog department rather than being wholly 
inputted a second time. The data for a given record is used and 
reused in a variety of ways. It is entered only once and stored, but is 
subsequently accessible in a variety of modes: the single citation can 
be used as the basis for a circulation, acquisitions, or cataloging 
record. This is a departure from previously designed library systems 
in that separate and redundant files were kept for each functional 
system-e.g., citations for the same work in an order file, in a 
cataloging file and in a circulation file were maintained in a variety of 
forms. 
The concept of the quadraplanar data structure developed by UC 
further introduces a level of subtlety not found in the OCLC system. 
(The term quadraplanar simply means four levels or planes of data- 
the reader must not be intimidated by a word describing such a vital 
concept.) The design of the UC system provides: 
for a bibliographic data structure . . . that permits multiple li- 
braries to share the same data base-the design minimizes redun- 
dant storage of bibliographic data, while maintaining the indepen- 
dence of each library’s information. The bibliographic data base 
could be configured either as a collective catalog or as separate 
catalogs. In  either configuration the same quality control found in 
manual card catalogs can be provided.2X 
The data structure conceived by UC and planned for use by both C‘C 
and WLN has four levels. A purpose that this structure most usefully 
serves is the bibliographic control of a multiplicity of libraries either in 
a network, in some other arrangement, or in no relation to each other 
other than the sharing of the same computerized system and univer- 
sal plane records. The conception is as follows (for both UC and 
WLNI: 
The Universal Plane is the bibliographical identification level. 
Based on the International Standard Bibliographical Descrip- 
tion (ISBD), this level includes a title page description of the 
data and is described by WLN as the title statement. It is 
considered the root description of a given work, the portion 
which in principle would be the description used by any 
library. 
The Multi-Institution Plane or “collection” level further iden- 
tifies the bibliographic entity and includes entry information. A 
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collection record is the record held (and used) by a network, 
consortium or cooperative of libraries predicated on sharing a 
single record for a specific work, and for which there is 
agreement on all entry forms. I t  does not include such library 
specific data as a local library’s call number, i . e .  it has no 
information which makes it specific to a given member library. 
There may be ‘‘n” number of collections, and in effect “n” 
number of networks. 
( 3 )  The Single-Institution Plane or library level contains library 
specific information. Such information as the library’s call 
number and additional entries not included at the collection 
level are contained at the library level. Obviously there will be 
many libraries at this level and similarly this is the point at 
which greater variation will be evidenced. Most public libraries 
are Dewey classed, while the dominant academic classification 
is LC. Although library specific, this level does not include such 
item specific information as the branch, agency or collection 
within a library that holds a copy of the work or any other 
information relating to specific copies. 
(4) Lastly is the Copy Plane or item level. The specific item is 
described or controlled here. Found at this level are the data 
relating to the specific books held by a given library, e.g. the 
copy number or anything else which describes a single copy of 
a book or uniquely distinguishes one item from another (such 
as an accession number).29 
The quadraplanar structure keeps track of different categories of 
data at each level; it will: 
(1) accommodate with minimum redundancy the bibliographic 
information of more than one institution; 
(2) allow the information of each institution to be separately 
identified and processed; and 
(3) permit the bibliographic information of each institution to 
function separately as a catalog.’” 
Built into the data base management system and interacting with 
the quadraplanar structure is an entire module concerned with au- 
thority control (or “vocabulary” control as it is frequently termed by 
wLN).31 This is the key to the bibliographic control built into the 
planned UC and WLN systems, as well as the system to result from 
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the planned conversion from batch-oriented to on-line authority 
control of NY PL. 
ON-LINE AUTHORITY CONTROL 
Because none of the systems discussed are fully operational yet, any 
evaluation of them must be in terms of what they plan to do. The 
University of Chicago, through its concept of “catalog control” 
(authority control in a data base management environment), attempts 
to serve the following functions: 
(1) to provide machine authority control over headings, 
(2) to provide machine entry control over headings used as entries 
in bibliographic data, 
(3) to ensure data integrity, and 
(4) to reduce storage by controlling all uses of a heading as an 
entry in bibliographic information through a single occurrence 
in authority information.J2 
This concept of catalog control is exciting in that it addresses the 
major problem not attacked by OCLC: the problem of computerized 
control over entries and headings in a network environment. 
By reviewing some examples of that which OCLC’s system does not 
allow, a clear perception of the difference between the UC and NYPL 
models and OCLC will be possible. One automatic function to be 
performed by the UC system is the separate listing of new terms; in 
other words, any term which is not identical to one already established 
is automatically listed as a new term. This will “kick out” for review all 
typographic errors such as “Yeats, William Bulter, 1865-1939” and 
“Horse” (“Horses” is the correct LC subject term). It will also high- 
light errors such as the occurrence of “Trollope, Anthony” without 
dates included-any veteran cataloger would automatically recognize 
that such an entry established without dates is minimally suspect, 
probably wrong, and in any case worth further investigation. The 
NY PL system automatically changes the title page name “Mouly, 
Enric” to the LC entry “Mouly, Henn, 1896- .”ss This is an example 
of the cross-reference function being served, and of another control 
feature not built into the OCLC system. The N-YPL system changes 
specified invalid uses of a name or term to the valid use,” and it is 
presumed that UC and WLN have designed a functionally equivalent 
feature into their respective systems. This cross-reference function 
will apply similarly to subject headings, e.g., “Ethology” is changed to 
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“Human Behavior,” and “Physical Endurance” is automatically 
changed to “Physical Fitness.” 
Automated control is therefore established over authority terms by 
having invalid terms changed to valid ones, and erroneous and new 
valid terms automatically listed for review by an appropriate profes- 
sional. These critical features are absent from the OCLC system, but 
are viable for networking through the “multi-institution plane.” Each 
group of libraries in a given multi-institution or collection shares the 
Same bibliographic information “including entries (main, added and 
subject) of common choice and form.”35 Consequently, any member 
of the multi-institution group (network, consortium, etc.) agreeing to 
and sharing the same authority terms will automatically have new 
terms (some of which will be judged invalid) separately listed for 
review, so that their correctness can be ascertained by the network’s 
cataloging arbiter. Invalid names and subject terms will presumably 
be converted automatically to valid names and subject terms. A 
further capability will be the mass transfer or “global fix.” This 
technique allows a given name or topic to be changed-very single 
occurrence of it-to another name or topic. This is a most useful tool, 
especially with the many subject changes presently being made. It 
means that one need not find every occurrence of “Aeroplanes” and 
then each of these change to “Airplanes.” The net result of this 
automated catalog control is to maximize the probability that the 
authority terms for a given network will be correct, consistent with 
respect to each other, and not redundant. This automated control of 
a multi-institution shared cataloging data base will be a major 
breakthrough in the automation of cataloging. 
Despite this progress, a serious problem still remaining is the 
continued maintenance of existing institutionally based manual cat- 
alogs.s6 For example, many OCLC participants are confronted with 
the problem of resolving differences between new authority terms 
and their antecedents in their local catalogs. The typicaf OCLC user 
has many older cards under the term “Aeroplanes.” The replacement 
term “Airplanes” now appears on  current LC MARC records, and 
consequently participant libraries will receive catalog cards conflicting 
with their older LC-based cards. If the library does not close its 
catalog and start a new one, it must resolve discrepancies which might 
arise between retrospective records and those in the shared data base. 
Through automated catalog control, however, the computer will 
minimize and generally spare the library the problem of resolving 
conflicts within a shared data base. 
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CLOSING THE CATALOG 
The only real solution to eliminating local catalog conflicts with the 
shared UC or WLN type of data base is to close the local catalog and 
exercise one of two options. The first alternative is to input the local 
catalog totally into the data base, while also resolving conflicts; and 
then have all subsequent iterations of the catalog produced utilizing 
the full quadraplanar structure of the data base (title statement from 
the first level, entries from the multi-institution level, and institution 
and copy information from the other two levels). Depending on the 
software developed, such a catalog can be totally on-line, or in a book 
or microfilm format. It is inconceivable in card format, however, for 
the obvious reason that rational librarians would not choose to gen- 
erate, on any cyclical basis, entire card catalogs to supersede previous 
card catalogs. 
The other solution to the problem of conflicts between the au- 
tomated data base and the retrospective card catalog is a resolution in 
some locally cost-effective manner which in most cases (certainly the 
“Airplanes” v. “Aeroplanes” example) would require the establish- 
ment of a network of “see also” references. Closing the card catalog 
and replacing it with another card catalog, even if it is produced from 
an automated controlled data base, is questionable. First, the same 
problems will arise for terms in the new card catalog as LC continues 
to improve its subject terminology-entries such as “European War, 
19 14-1 9 18” cannot be tolerated forever, even by LC. Thus, revisions 
will be required, or a “see also” structure will have to be established to 
refer the user to both versions of the term. The user will furthermore 
have to find the entry either in the old closed catalog, under one of 
the two versions in the new catalog, or conceivably in a third version. 
The related reason not to close a card catalog and replace it with 
another card catalog is that the library user is forced into an extra 
lookup and/or several searches when the item is not found under the 
first heading queried. The headlong rush to close the catalog-stam- 
peded in part and unintentionally by LC’s decision to close its own 
catalog because of internal problern~”-mu~t be tempered by a con- 
cern for the library users who will be ravaged by the multiple lookups 
forced on them by cost- but not service-oriented administrators. This 
criticism assumes that the library will replace its closed catalog with 
another card catalog. (LC plans to supersede its closed card catalogs 
with a variety of automated catalog products which together will 
fulfill the traditional catalog functions.) 
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AUTOMATED CATALOG PRODUCTS 
A brief discussion of automated catalog products and services 
follows logically after a discussion of closing the catalog. A library with 
an automated cataloging data base is best advised to employ some 
kind of catalog that is ‘‘self-refreshing,”SR i.e., a catalog which recon- 
stitutes itself. In the use of an on-line catalog, the catalog is reorgan- 
ized or refreshed every time the update button is pressed. This 
phenomenon is more profoundly evidenced whenever an authority 
term is altered in such a machine-controlled catalog, which causes the 
entire catalog to be restructured. For off-line products (that is, prod- 
ucts which are a representation of the catalog at a given time), the 
refreshment of the catalog is the superseding of the previous iteration 
by a succeeding version. In effect, it is a snapshot of the automated 
catalog at the time of production. From the user’s viewpoint, how- 
ever, the on-line terminal display at the most recent point in time, the 
most recent COM catalog, or the most recent combination of cumu- 
lations and supplements of book catalogs are examples of refreshed 
catalogs. As indicated earlier, refreshment of the card catalog only 
occurs by disposal of all of the cards and subsequent replacement of 
them with a newly generated catalog of cards-a process which would 
elevate from clown to genius the person who advocated bringing coals 
to Newcastle. The only other alternative is to add and remove cards 
on a continuing basis from the catalog, as appropriate. The catalog 
will be refreshed, but in an impractical and totally manual mode. 
Computer-printed catalog cards do have a place in the card catalog 
and are finding that place in a large number of American libraries, vis 
a vis OCLC’s users, the customers of Baker & Taylor, BlackwelVNorth 
America and Josten’s, and the many other libraries producing cards 
locally, including the University of Chicago.3g The computer of LC’s 
Catalog Distribution Services Division (formerly the Card Division) 
produces high quality cards, indistinguishable to the untutored eye 
from the previous typeset cards. LC cards are now electronically 
photocomposed, allowing for a wide range of type sizes, fonts and 
The LC card sets, however, are neither headed nor pre- 
alphabetized. Independent and network library consumers find these 
features to be compelling reasons to buy computer-printed cards, 
despite their single font and size, from the kind of card producers 
described above (OCLC, Baker & Taylor, et d.). Many libraries 
receive computer-produced processing kits from the data bases of 
OCLC, the commercial jobbers, or their own facilities.“ These are 
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very useful products in this era of escalating costs for labor-intensive 
operations and of shrinking personnel budgets. 
COM catalogs are becoming increasingly prevalent, replacing less 
timely and more costly book catalogs.42 The COM catalog can also be 
used as a more timely substitute for the printed book catalog, which is 
produced comparatively slowly. The COM catalog is most effectively 
used in a research library, such as the Georgia Institute of Tech- 
n~ logy , ‘~  as well as in many public libraries. Some COM catalogs are 
produced by commercial firms, such as Science Press and Autogra- 
phics, by jobbers such as BlackwelliNorth America and Bro-Dart, and 
by libraries such as the Dance Collection of NYPL, the Los Angeles 
County Public Library, and contractually by NYPL for the New York 
State Library. (In the latter case, NYPL takes the library’s OCLC 
history tapes, passes them through its automated catalog production 
system, and produces a cumulated COM catalog.) 
Book catalogs are still to be found, but they are becoming obsolete 
because of the inherent delays experienced in production and the 
costs involved in updating them.44 Evidence of this trend should be 
clear: two major book catalog producers, Science Press and Auto- 
graphics, both offer COM catalogs as alternatives to their book 
catalogs. In some cases, they have also dropped hard copy supple- 
ments in favor of complete cumulations-another example of “self- 
refreshing.” The most sophisticated book catalog product and state 
of the art for the book catalog genre, is NYPL‘s “Dictionary Catalog of 
the Research Libraries,” which currently contains alphabetized ver- 
nacular computer-typeset Hebrew The Hebrew vernacular 
presented three problems in particular. The first was the dual-faceted 
problem of inputting and creating photocomposed Hebrew charac- 
ters. The next problem was modifying the pagination conventions of 
the printing program so that the Hebrew words would print right to 
left at the same time Roman alphabet text printed left to right in the 
same entry, and in some cases even the same line. The third problem 
was to get the Hebrew entries to file in accordance with NYPL’s filing 
rules. To overcome this difficulty, sort keys for the Hebrew entries 
had to be established, and sorting had to be done in Hebrew alphabet 
sequence rather than as if romanized (as done in the NUC). All of 
these problems were solved with publication of the December 1975 
major cumulation of the first NYPL catalog which contained the 
vernacular Hebrew data. 
“I hope that the success of OCLC . . . will not cut off the develop- 
ment of alternative network systems. Such other systems should 
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include at least one which begins its implementation with some form 
of rigorous bibliographical control built into its initial stage.”46 The 
author uttered those words three years ago, and, it is especially 
gratifying to report that this hope will be realized in systems now 
being developed. 
The Ohio College Library Center, taken as a bibliographic search 
and card production center” and “not a bibliographical control 
 enter,''^^ is not to be criticized for its several outstanding achieve- 
ments: (1) OCLC demonstrated, on the most widespread scale, that 
on-line technology is viable for library networking; (2) OCLC card 
products either freed valuable library staff from the repetitive work of 
card production or reduced the cost of card production and catalog 
maintenance (the latter through the mailing of pre-arranged cards); 
and (3) OCLC, through its on-line data base and despite its duplica- 
tion of records and other problems, facilitates interlibrary loan, 
shared resource development, and sharing of cataloging information 
on an unprecedented basis. Admittedly, its almost unlimited growth is 
causing headaches. Lacking the processing capability to service pres- 
ent OCLC data base users adequately, OCLC has had to impose a 
moratorium on the addition of users.4g Despite its shortcomings, 
however, OCLC continues to provide a valuable and relatively unique 
service. 
Stanford University’s BALLOTS is currently expanding to the 
network level, and the University of California (Berkeley) is testing 
BALLOTS’ network capability.” BALLOTS offers a far more sophis- 
ticated searching capability than OCLC (almost any word or combi- 
nation of words can be used for access keys in BALLOTS, including 
dates as search modifiers).j’ As a network system, BALLOTS requires 
its users to do their own authority work and does not currently get 
into the intricate processes of automated bibliographic control. 
The single most recurring theme of this paper is that the automa- 
tion of cataloging will become more of a reality with the full-scale 
implementation of the automated catalog control ‘modules and the 
multiple-level (quadraplanar) cataloging data structures within the 
data base management systems of the University of Chicago and the 
Washington Library Network. This point will not be labored further; 
portents of the future, however, do merit consideration. 
“From the present perspective . . . the MARC I1 format has been 
the single most important event in the automation of cataloging. With 
a national standard for the communication of bibliographical infor- 
mation, the feasibility of sharing machine-readable cataloging data 
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was permanently established”;j* nothing in the intervening years since 
this statement was made has occurred to prompt the author to revise 
it. With the advent of alternatives to OCLC (especially alternatives 
which promise to include catalog control features not built into the 
OCLC system), however, the MARC data structure assumes a tower- 
ing stature. Insofar as OCLC maintains history tapes of its users’ 
catalog records in the MARC format, the users can theoretically take 
that history tape to another network, have its authority terms sub- 
jected to the rigors of catalog control, and take appropriate remedial 
steps. Labor will certainly be required to make a successful cleanup of 
authority terms, but much less work than would be involved in trying 
to edit authorities through the OCLC system. Should UC or WLN be 
willing to have them, it is likely that some OCLC users will test and 
even use these alternatives to OCLC because of the unique benefits 
they offer in relation to those offered by OCLC. MARC is the key, 
because virtually all automated cataloging systems dependent on LC 
cataloging have a built-in capability for accepting cataloging data in 
the MARC format. 
In effect, the MARC format is “a passport to freedom” for libraries. 
This is true not only for OCLC users, but for the users of commercial 
services as well. Any library entering into a contract for cataloging 
services should require, at minimum, a history tape in the MARC I1 
format of all of its data on a periodic basis. Dissatisfaction with a given 
supplier and better prices or service elsewhere are good reasons to 
switch, and the MARC history files make it possible. This flexibility 
would have been most useful prior to MARC, when commercial book 
catalog producers maintained the cataloging data in unique formats 
that made the data virtually unusable by any other producer. The 
reasons for this practice were not necessarily negative; the unique 
format was tailored to the programs the supplier used for creating 
book catalogs. MARC thus provides certain freedoms which will 
increase the choices available to libraries looking for automated 
cataloging services, create competition where it previously barely 
existed, and continue to function as the structure for delivering 
Library of Congress output to the nation’s consumers, whether they 
are networks, jobbers, or individual institutions. 
The hope for an alternative (or at least for a more library con- 
sumer-oriented cataloging)js can be realized through the kind of 
system conceived by the University of Chicago and implemented by 
the Washington Library Network. Assuming that adjustments could 
be made so that the unique ISBD punctuation could be eliminated in 
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public service products and an ideal alternative output format(s) 
could be defined, the other levels of the data structure would provide 
rigorous control over authority terms which are oriented to serving a 
domestic public not usually found at the receiving end of interna- 
tional cataloging. The beauty of the quadraplanar structure embed- 
ded in the UC data management system is that it eliminates “variabi- 
lity that is not logically inevitable and . . . accommodates variability 
that is nece~sary.”~~ The design for a pluralistic, yet bibliographically 
controlled, system has been developed. The prospect of automated 
bibliographic control alternatives in on-line cataloging systems is 
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